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THE LIFELINE FUND: MONEY WELL SPENT? 


THURSDAY, APRIL 25, 2013 

House of Representatives, 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology, 

Committee on Energy and Commerce, 

Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:33 a.m., in room 
2123 of the Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Greg Walden 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Walden, Latta, Shimkus, 
Terry, Blackburn, Scalise, Lance, Guthrie, Gardner, Kinzinger, 
Long, Ellmers, Eshoo, Matsui, Braley, Welch, Lujan, Rush, and 
Waxman (ex officio). 

Staff present: Gary Andres, Staff Director; Ray Baum, Senior 
Policy Advisor/Director of Coalitions; Sean Bonyun, Communica- 
tions Director; Matt Bravo, Professional Staff Member; Andy 
Duberstein, Deputy Press Secretary; Neil Fried, Chief Counsel, 
Communications and Technology; Debbee Hancock, Press Sec- 
retary; David Redl, Counsel, Telecom; Charlotte Savercool, Execu- 
tive Assistant, Legislative Clerk; Dan Tyrrell, Counsel, Oversight; 
Lyn Walker, Coordinator, Admin/Human Resources; Phil Barnett, 
Democratic Staff Director; Shawn Chang, Democratic Senior Coun- 
sel; Patrick Donovan, Democratic FCC Detailee; Margaret McCar- 
thy, Democratic Professional Staff Member; Roger Sherman, Demo- 
cratic Chief Counsel; and Kara van Stralen, Democratic Special As- 
sistant. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GREG WALDEN, A REPRESENT- 
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 

Mr. Walden. I call to order the Subcommittee on Communica- 
tions and Technology, and welcome our witnesses here today. We 
appreciate the work that you have put into your testimony and the 
thoughtfulness behind it, and we look forward to hearing from you. 

When the government spends other people’s money, it has an on- 
going obligation to ask a fundamental question: has it spent that 
money wisely? After all, the people whose money it is spending 
might have preferred to do something different with it, especially 
in these tight economic times. And if the answer to the funda- 
mental question of whether the money is being well spent is “no,” 
then the government must ask a second question: how should it fix 
the situation? 

Last year, the FCC spent $2.2 billion of other people’s money on 
the Lifeline program. Specifically, it spent $2.2 billion of your 
money, my money, virtually every American’s money, since the 

( 1 ) 
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Lifeline program and the entire Universal Service Fund is paid for 
through a charge on phone bills. Carriers provide discounted serv- 
ice and collect the difference from the program. Some give away 
phones to gain the subscribers and the recurring revenue. But at 
the end of the day, it is still the same taxpaying people who bear 
the cost, since 96 percent of the country has phone service and see 
a fee on their bill. 

The fund has increased 266 percent since 2008, and grown al- 
most six-fold since 1998, all while the cost of phone service has ac- 
tually gone down. Despite the limit of one subsidized subscriber per 
household, published reports suggest some subscribers have eight 
or more phones with subsidized service, with one woman saying 
that to get one “she just goes across the street and gets it.” One 
man has claimed to have a bag full of 20 phones on the program 
that he sells “for about 10, 15, 20 bucks” each. Our hearing today 
is to determine what can be done to curb these kinds of potential 
abuses. 

And it is not clear the money is even really helping low-income 
families. According to some reports, as many as 41 percent of those 
receiving Lifeline support either could not demonstrate eligibility 
for the subsidy or refused to respond to requests for certification. 
Moreover, 92 percent of low-income households have phone service 
but only about 58 percent of those households participate in the 
program, so many low-income homes apparently obtain phone serv- 
ice without the subsidy. And despite spending $7 billion on the pro- 
gram over the last 5 years, the phone penetration rate among low- 
income households has only grown 2 percent, with only some of 
that growth likely attributable to the Lifeline program since at 
least Vs of low-income phone households don’t use the subsidy. 

There may be a number of ways to interpret these data and 
other data, but it certainly does not paint a picture of success. So 
as far as that first fundamental question goes, there is near una- 
nimity among the FCC, both parties of Congress, and almost any- 
one familiar with the program that the Lifeline fund has been 
fraught with waste, fraud, and abuse and that the money has not 
been spent as wisely as it should have been. 

Now there is more than enough blame to go around. The path 
we have found ourselves on was paved by many people, presumably 
with the best intentions. But it does not change the fact that we 
are spending large sums of money and probably squandering much 
of it. Which brings us to the second question, which is how to fix 
the situation. 

Now, Senators McCaskill and Coburn say eliminate the program. 
Indeed, as recently as last month. Senator McCaskill concluded, 
and I quote, that “there is just no reason this program should con- 
tinue, given its history of extensive waste and abuse.” Senator 
Pryor and Congressman Griffin say exclude wireless providers from 
the program. Congresswoman Matsui, Ranking Members Waxman 
and Eshoo, and a number of their colleagues say expand it to 
broadband. Whatever we do, staying on the present course seems 
out of the question. 

To the FCC’s credit, the agency has embarked on a number of 
reforms since 2011. For example, to ensure only eligible households 
participate and to combat duplicative subsidies to a single house- 
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hold or even a single user, the FCC is moving forward with heefed 
up certification processes and creation of eligibility and duplication 
databases. It has also imposed independent audit requirements on 
carriers receiving more than $5 million a year in Lifeline funding. 
The FCC says its efforts will save $2 billion over the next 3 years, 
but are the steps the Commission is taking enough? With only a 
58 percent penetration rate, the fund may still continue to grow, 
especially if it is expanded to cover broadband. 

Should the program be eliminated? If not, should a freeze be put 
in place until reforms are complete? Should the program be placed 
under a cap or budget? I note that the 2012 FCC reform order sug- 
gested the agency would establish a budget by early 2013, but dis- 
appointingly, I see no mention of such a budget in today’s FCC tes- 
timony. Should subscriber co-payments be required? Should the 
program be moved to a voucher system so the subsidy goes directly 
to the user rather than through a carrier? Should the FCC consider 
the waivers allowing participation by non-facilities based carriers? 
These are among a host of questions that many in industry, in the 
press, in Congress and in the public are asking and they are among 
the many issues that we hope to examine with today’s hearing. 

So I thank the witnesses for being here. Your testimony and ex- 
pertise are welcome and we look forward to your ideas about this 
program gone awry. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Walden follows:] 

Prepared statement of Hon. Greg Walden 

When the government spends other people’s money, it has an ongoing obligation 
to ask a fundamental question: has it spent that money wisely? After all, the people 
whose money it is spending might have preferred to do something different with it, 
especially in these tight economic times. And if the answer to the fundamental ques- 
tion of whether the money is being well spent is “no,” the government must ask a 
second question: how should it fix the situation? 

Last year, the FCC spent $2.2 billion of other people’s money on the Lifeline pro- 
gram. Specifically, it spent $2.2 billion of your money, my money-virtually every 
American’s money-since the Lifeline program and the entire Universal Service Fund 
is paid for through a charge on phone bills. Carriers provide discounted service and 
collect the difference from the program. Some give away phones to gain the sub- 
scribers and the recurring revenue. But at the end of the day, it is still the same 
taxpaying people who bear the cost, since 96 percent of the country has phone serv- 
ice and see a fee on their bill. 

The fund has increased 266 percent since 2008 and grown almost six-fold since 
1998, all while the cost of phone service has gone down. Despite the limit of one 
subsidized subscriber per household, published reports suggest some subscribers 
have eight or more phones with subsidized service, with one woman saying that to 
get one “she just goes across the street and gets it.” One man has claimed to have 
a bag full of 20 phones on the program that he sells “for about 10, 15, 20 bucks” 
each. Our hearing today is to determine what can be done to curb these kinds of 
potential abuses. 

And it’s not clear the money is even really helping low-income families. According 
to some reports, as many as 41 percent of those receiving Lifeline support either 
could not demonstrate eligibility for the subsidy or refused to respond to requests 
for certification. Moreover, 92 percent of low-income households have phone service 
but only about 58 percent of those households participate in the program, so many 
low-income homes apparently obtain phone service without the subsidy. And despite 
spending $7 billion on the program over the last five years, the phone penetration 
rate among low-income households has only grown two percent, with only some of 
that growth likely attributable to the Lifeline program since at least one-third of 
low-income phone households don’t use the subsidy. 

There may be a number of ways to interpret these and other data, but it certainly 
does not paint a picture of success. So as far as that first fundamental question 
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goes, there is near unanimity among the FCC, both parties of Congress, and almost 
anyone familiar with the program that the Lifeline fund has been fraught with 
waste, fraud, and abuse and that the money has not been spent as wisely as it 
should have been. 

There is more than enough blame to go around. The path we have found ourselves 
on was paved by many people, presumably with the best of intentions. But it does 
not change the fact that we are spending large sums of money and probably squan- 
dering much of it. Which brings us to the second question: how to fix the situation. 

Senators McCaskill and Coburn say eliminate the program. Indeed, as recently 
as last month Senator McCaskill concluded that “there’s just no reason this program 
should continue, given its history of extensive waste and abuse.” Senator Pryor and 
Congressman Griffin say exclude wireless providers from the program. Congress- 
woman Matsui, Ranking Members Waxman and Eshoo, and a number of their col- 
leagues say expand it to broadband. Whatever we do, staying on the present course 
seems out of the question. 

To the FCC’s credit, the agency has embarked on a number of reforms since 2011. 
For example, to ensure only eligible households participate and to combat duplica- 
tive subsidies to a single household or even a single user, the FCC is moving for- 
ward with beefed up certification processes and creation of eligibility and duplica- 
tion databases. It has also imposed independent audit requirements on carriers re- 
ceiving more than $5 million a year in Lifeline funding. The FCC says its efforts 
will save $2 billion over the next three years, but are the steps the Commission is 
taking enough? With only a 58 percent penetration rate, the fund may still continue 
to grow, especially if it is expanded to cover broadband. Should the program be 
eliminated? If not, should a freeze be put in place until reforms are complete? 
Should the program be placed under a cap or budget? (I note that the 2012 FCC 
reform order suggested the agency would establish a budget by early 2013, but dis- 
appointingly I see no mention of such a budget in today’s FCC testimony.) Should 
subscriber co-payments be required? Should the program be moved to a voucher sys- 
tem so the subsidy goes directly to the user rather than through a carrier? Should 
the FCC reconsider the waivers allowing participation by non-facilities based car- 
riers? These are among the questions many in industry, in the press, in Congress 
and in the public are asking and they are among the issues we will examine today. 

I thank the witnesses for being here. Your testimony and expertise are welcome 
and we look forward to your ideas about this program gone awry. 

# # # 

Mr. Walden. With that, I yield back the balance of my time and 
recognize the gentlelady from California, Ms. Eshoo. 

Ms. Eshoo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for agreeing with our re- 
quest, the Democrat’s request, to hold this morning’s hearing on 
the Universal Service Fund’s low income program known as Life- 
line. 

Started nearly 30 years ago under the Reagan Administration, 
the Lifeline program advances an important public policy goal of 
ensuring affordable monthly telephone service for tens of millions 
of low income Americans. The program, as you know, was ex- 
panded to include wireless service during the Bush Administration, 
and on our side, we have consistently not only pursued the efficacy 
of the program, but worked to weed out any problems with it, so 
we appreciate the fact that you would have this hearing this morn- 
ing to examine it. 

Now while most of us take basic phone service for granted, for 
many Americans, including seniors, veterans, and the disabled who 
are unable to work or are temporarily unemployed. Lifeline support 
can be the only means for regularly staying in touch with a doctor, 
applying for a job, or contacting 911 during an emergency. Over- 
sight hearings will ensure the Lifeline program is achieving its in- 
tended goals and doing so without waste, fraud or abuse. 
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Thanks to the reform measures implemented under FCC Chair- 
man Genachowski, the Commission expects to save more than $2 
billion through 2014. These savings have come through common- 
sense reform such as scrubbing subscriber roles of duplicates, re- 
quiring proof of eligibility, and de-enrolling subscribers who are not 
actually using service. As we look toward the future, the FCC and 
states must continue to take corrective action as soon as problems 
are identified. The timely implementation of a national database to 
ensure program eligibility and prevent duplication must be a top 
priority. I commend Congresswoman Matsui for her steadfast com- 
mitment to a 21st century Lifeline program. 

In order to compete in today’s economy, every American needs 
high speed access to the Internet, whether to apply for jobs or re- 
ceive healthcare or education. We know this. This is a given fact. 
The Broadband Affordability Act introduced earlier this week cre- 
ates a permanent program for Lifeline support for broadband, 
while directing the FCC to ensure accountability for carriers par- 
ticipating in the program. 

So I want to thank each of our witnesses for the important testi- 
mony that you will offer today, the important answers to the im- 
portant questions that are going to be asked of you, and for your 
steadfast commitment to strengthen the Lifeline program. 

I now yield the balance of my time to Congresswoman Matsui of 
California. 

Ms. Matsui. Thank you. Ranking Member Eshoo, for yielding me 
time, and I would also like to welcome our witnesses here today. 

It is my hope that this hearing focuses on the facts about the 
Lifeline program, and not the fiction. Up until recently. Lifeline 
has enjoyed bipartisan support. Lifeline was created by President 
Reagan and expanded for wireless service by President Bush. Life- 
line provides a benefit to many of America’s disabled veterans, sen- 
iors, tribal areas, and families in Head Start and a school lunch 
program. 

In my district of Sacramento, nearly 30,000 of my constituents 
participate in Lifeline, 17,000 of whom are seniors on fixed income. 
The Lifeline program must be reformed and modernized in a re- 
sponsible manner, and it must account for the Internet and innova- 
tion economy. Nearly 100 million Americans still have not adopted 
broadband, which is only more concerning given more than 80 per- 
cent of available jobs in this country now require online applica- 
tions. To help address the digital divide, along with Ranking Mem- 
bers Waxman and Eshoo, I introduced a Broadband Adoption Act 
to allow eligible Americans in rural and urban areas to use Lifeline 
for broadband services. The bill also requires the FCC to imple- 
ment a national eligibility database to ensure one Lifeline per eligi- 
ble household. This will prevent the growth of a Lifeline fund in 
a responsible manner, while ensuring Lifeline is eligible for the 
millions of Americans who need it. We need to reform and mod- 
ernize Lifeline, not eliminate it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Walden. Gentlelady yields back the balance of her time. 

We now recognize the vice chair of the full committee, the 
gentlelady from Tennessee, Mrs. Blackburn. 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MARSHA BLACKBURN, A REP- 
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEN- 
NESSEE 

Mrs. Blackburn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to wel- 
come all of our witnesses. We are pleased that you are here, be- 
cause this is a program that we are hearing quite a bit about, the 
Lifeline program. 

You know, it was started with good intentions, and bear in mind, 
now it is a $2.2 billion expense. It started in 1984, and it wasn’t 
even a $380 million program until 1998. So this is the kind of ex- 
plosive growth that this program has seen, and it is why so many 
of our constituents are questioning the program and are ques- 
tioning the use of Obama phones, as they are commonly called. 
And I think that what it has come to be is more or less a symbol 
of the mismanagement, not only within this program, but with the 
entire USF and the FCC’s budget. 

So there are plenty of questions that are springing up around 
this. What you are going go hear us focus us on is accountability. 
You know, this is an Administration that said we want to be trans- 
parent. We want to be accountable. We want to be the best at that. 
And we are repeatedly shown mismanagement and lack of trans- 
parency, and a shuttling, if you will, of accountabilities, and so we 
do look forward to reviewing this. Should it be reauthorized? 
Should it be wound down? Should it be eliminated? How do we 
hold it accountable? What reforms should go into place if it is al- 
lowed to stay? I think if it were up for sunset today, that many in 
this Congress would view and vote to take it down because of the 
mismanagement that is there. 

I think that also the qualifications for individuals that are en- 
rolled in the program, making certain that there is vetting and 
verification done for the individuals that are enrolled in that pro- 
gram. 

Also questions that you get are the ones that are receiving the 
phones, are they obligated to use those phones on the networks, the 
carriers from whom they have received the phone, or can they 
unlock their subsidized phone and go onto their own private net- 
works? I even had one constituent, after it came out that the bomb- 
ing — the terrorist that committed the bombings in Boston were re- 
ceiving welfare benefits, were they in this program? I think those 
are the kinds of questions that our constituents are asking, and we 
turn to you to be able to get those answers and to look for the way 
to reform and to hold this program accountable. 

I thank you so much for your time, and Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back. 

Mr. Walden. The gentlelady yields back. 

I now recognize the vice chair of the subcommittee, Mr. Latta, for 
the remaining time. 

Mr. Latta. I thank the chairman for yielding the time, and I also 
appreciate you holding this hearing today, and I thank our distin- 
guished panel of witnesses for testifying today. 

Unfortunately, waste, fraud, and abuse are words too often asso- 
ciated with government programs. While the Universal Service 
Fund Lifeline program serves an important purpose in connecting 
low income Americans, the tripling of the program from 2009 to 
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2012, and the all the too frequent stories of abuse of the program 
are cause for concern. I do commend the FCC for the reforms 
adopted in 2012; however, I have concerns that the program is still 
on an unsustainable path. 

I look forward to hearing more about the implementation of the 
Commission’s reforms, and if additional actions need to be taken. 
Since all Americans invest in the program through a surcharge on 
their phone bill or through participation in Lifeline, our discussion 
here today is significant, not just for this subcommittee, but for all 
Americans across the country. 

I thank the chairman, and I yield back. 

Mr. Walden. Gentleman yields back. 

Anyone else on the Republican side want the remaining 56 sec- 
onds? If not, all time is yielded back on our side. 

We will turn now to the ranking member of the full committee, 
Mr. Waxman, for 5 minutes. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. H ENRY A. WAXMAN, A REP- 
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALI- 
FORNIA 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Last month, I joined with my colleagues Representatives Eshoo 
and DeGette to call for a hearing on Lifeline. We asked for a hear- 
ing because we believe bipartisan oversight can strengthen this im- 
portant program, and I thank Chairman Walden for agreeing to 
hold this hearing. 

We have a national commitment to ensure every American has 
access to the communications services they need to fully participate 
in our economy and democracy. The $8 billion spent annually by 
the FCC’s Universal Service Fund is supposed to advance that goal, 
but because USF is ultimately paid for by consumers, we must de- 
mand accountability to ensure the funds are spent responsibly. 

Since its beginning during the Reagan Administration, Lifeline 
has helped millions of Americans living in poverty get home phone 
service. Without this assistance, these families would not be able 
to call for help in emergencies or participate in our economy. In ad- 
vance of today’s hearing, we heard from victims of domestic vio- 
lence, homeless veterans, and families caring for children with dis- 
abilities that this relatively small subsidy has a big impact in keep- 
ing them connected. 

Regrettably, some have made up myths about the program to 
score political points. Here are the facts. President Obama did not 
create Lifeline. The government does not give away free cell phones 
or iPads. Nowhere in America, except in Tennessee, do they call it 
an “Obama Phone.” Eliminating the Lifeline program or disquali- 
fying wireless services would not reduce our Nation’s budget deficit 
by a single penny. 

Under Chairman Genachowski, the FCC has improved efficiency 
and curbed incentives for waste, fraud, and abuse across all four 
USF programs. For Lifeline, the FCC has instituted tough meas- 
ures that require consumers to demonstrate that they are eligible 
for benefits before they can sign up. As a result of these reforms, 
the size of the Lifeline program is declining. That progress must 
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continue, and the Commission should remain open to additional 
proposals that could enhance accountability. 

We should also continue to modernize the program to meet the 
21st century communications needs of low income Americans. That 
is why I am proud to be an original cosponsor of the Broadband 
Adoption Act introduced by Representative Matsui. The bill would 
allow eligible low income households to apply the Lifeline support 
towards broadband services. It also directs the FCC to prevent 
waste, fraud, and abuse and does not add a single new household 
to the program. 

But our oversight shouldn’t just stop with Lifeline. Since 1998, 
the High Cost Fund has distributed over $51 billion to rural 
telecom carriers — nearly four times as much as the low income pro- 
gram. I believe strongly that Americans in rural areas of our Na- 
tion need access to communication services just as much as my con- 
stituents in LA, but there are certainly equal, if not greater, incen- 
tives for waste, fraud, and abuse in the High Cost Fund. 

Under Lifeline, the phone companies get $9.25 per month of Life- 
line support per household, but until recently, the High Cost Fund 
paid some carriers thousands of dollars per month per household. 
Although the FCC has taken positive steps to reduce these enor- 
mous High Cost Fund subsidies, many phone companies still re- 
ceive hundreds of dollars per month per household, and unlike the 
Lifeline program, one high cost household can have multiple sub- 
sidized lines. A low income family of five in Los Angeles is allowed 
one Lifeline phone to share as an economic unit. In contrast, a high 
cost household in Arkansas is eligible to have multiple subsidized 
lines going to one address. The low income family is eligible for a 
discount of $9 per month, while the household in Arkansas is eligi- 
ble for subsidies up to $250 per line, with no limit on the number 
of subsidized lines. And the Arkansas subsidy is available regard- 
less of household wealth. 

Now I am not opposed to oversight of the Lifeline program. In 
fact, I was one of the members who requested this hearing. But I 
am opposed to those who want to turn this into a partisan issue 
or to pick on subsidies to low income families while ignoring the 
even larger subsidies their constituents receive. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to hearing from our 
witnesses. 

Mr. Walden. Gentleman’s time is expired. 

We will now go to — hear from our witnesses, and first up is Julie 
Veach, who is the Chief of the Wireline Competition Bureau, Fed- 
eral Communications Commission. Ms. Veach, we are delighted to 
have you here. Please pull that microphone pretty close to you, un- 
comfortably close, turn the button on, and you are set to go. 
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STATEMENT OF JULIE VEACH 

Ms. Veach. Good morning, Chairman Walden, Ranking Member 
Eshoo, and members of the subcommittee, and thank you for the 
opportunity to address the FCC’s reforms to the Lifeline program. 

For more than 25 years, the Lifeline program has helped ensure 
that the neediest among us have access to basic telephone service, 
a gateway to finding a job, accessing healthcare, connecting with 
family, and calling for help in an emergency. The program was 
originally designed for old-fashioned wireline phone service. In the 
2000s, as consumers increasingly adopted wireless services, the 
program adapted to support wireless service for low income fami- 
lies, but adequate protections were not put in place and the Life- 
line program became a target for waste and abuse. 

Seeing the facts, in 2009 the Commission started overhauling the 
program to root out waste, fraud, and abuse, and to modernize it 
to meet the communications needs of low income Americans. Build- 
ing on recommendations from the Joint Board on Universal Serv- 
ice, in 2011 the FCC initiated comprehensive Lifeline reforms. The 
reforms are expected to produce $2 billion in savings through the 
end of 2014. In addition, for the first time, the Commission adopted 
clear goals for the program: ensuring the availability of voice and 
broadband services for low income Americans, and minimizing the 
burden on consumers and businesses who pay for it. 

Let me walk you through the major reforms. First, the Commis- 
sion took steps to ensure that only one eligible consumer per house- 
hold participates in the program. Our rules now require that low 
income consumers prove eligibility at the time of enrollment. We 
are working closely with states and other federal agencies to auto- 
mate this process. The FCC also put in place an annual recertifi- 
cation requirement to ensure that only eligible subscribers remain 
in the program. This reform alone is projected to save $400 million 
in 2013. We have also been working since 2010 to eliminate dupli- 
cative Lifeline support. Through targeted data reviews, we have 
eliminated 1.5 million duplicate subscriptions, saving $180 million 
a year. In addition, the National Lifeline Accountability Database, 
which will be operational by the end of the year, will permanently 
detect and prevent duplicative support. 

The FCC took several other steps. We eliminated Link Up sup- 
port to providers offering service on non-Tribal lands, support origi- 
nally intended to defray the cost of dispatching a technician. This 
reform resulted in savings of over $93 million last year. The FCC 
also adopted new oversight and auditing requirements, and we are 
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actively enforcing our rules. Recently, the FCC’s Endorsement Bu- 
reau pursued cases against two providers that resulted in an en- 
forcement action over $1 million, and issued nearly 200 warnings 
to individuals notifying them that they violated the program rules. 

Finally, using savings from the reforms, we launched a 
broadband pilot that will provide critical data as the Commission 
considers how best to ensure that low income Americans have ac- 
cess to broadband, which is becoming essential to access jobs, edu- 
cation, and economic opportunity. 

Before closing, I would like to emphasize the critical role of our 
state partners. Under the Communications Act, states designate 
the providers to participate in the Lifeline program, including in 
most cases wireless providers. In addition, states can operate as 
laboratories for reform by adopting rules and safeguards that go 
beyond the FCC’s baseline, and by using their own systems to de- 
tect and eliminate duplicative support. 

In closing, I wish to emphasize that access to phone service in- 
creases access to jobs, medical care, and social services, things that 
can lift consumers out of poverty. We look forward to continuing to 
work with you, our state partners, other federal agencies, industry, 
consumer groups, and the low income community to ensure that 
our program is disciplined and effective. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Veach follows:] 
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INTRODUCTION 

Good morning Chairman Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, and Members of the 
Subcommittee, and thank you for the opportunity to appear today to address the Federal 
Communications Commission’s reforms to the Lifeline Program. 

For more than 25 years, the Lifeline program has helped ensure that the neediest among 
us have basic access to our nation’s communications networks. The program started in 1985; 
then, in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Congress codified the principle that “consumers in 
all regions, including low-income consumers . . . should have access to telecommunications and 
information services.” The Commission’s Lifeline program implements that directive. Since its 
beginnings. Lifeline has helped millions of low-income Americans afford basic telephone 
service, which in turn has allowed them to find jobs, access health care, connect with family, and 
call for help in an emergency. Real world examples of individuals using Lifeline include the 
man in Atlantic City, New Jersey, who used his Lifeline service during Hurricane Sandy to 
maintain contact with family members fleeing the storm; the 82-year-old Lifeline subscriber who 
successfully called for help when her car broke dow'n; and the woman in Baltimore, Maryland, 
who was able to contact doctors for her sick child while they live in a homeless shelter. 

In recent years, the adoption and use of mobile communications indelibly changed the 
communications landscape; the Lifeline program grew both in importance to low-income 
consumer-s and in dollars spent. Seeing the facts, in 2009 the Commission started overhauling 
the program to make it more accountable; to root out waste, fraud, and abuse; and to modernize 
it to meet the communications needs of low-income Americans, while minimizing the burden on 
the consumers and businesses that fund the program. These steps have fundamentally altered the 
course of the program. Disbursements have declined steadily from $185.1 million in December 
2012 to $143.7 million in March of this year. Overall, the changes implemented by the 
Commission are expected to lead to $2 billion in savings through the end of 2014. These steps 
are consistent with the Commission’s overarching goal of bringing greater fiscal responsibility to 
all four of the universal service programs while ensuring that the programs keep pace with the 
changing communications landscape. My testimony will provide a description of the history of 
the Lifeline program and the steps the Commission has taken to reform it. 
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FCC REFORM OF LIFELINE 

The FCC established the Lifeline program in 1985 in the wake of the divestiture of 
AT&T to ensure that low-income consumers had access to affordable telephone service. That 
original program was for a phone service delivered through one wire into the home. In the 1996 
Telecom Act, Congress codified into law the principle of ensuring that low-income consumers 
have access to communications services. As American consumers increasingly began to adopt 
wireless services, the universal service program adapted to support wireless service in rural areas 
through the high-cost fund and for low-income families under Lifeline. In 2005, the FCC 
determined that under certain conditions non-facilities based wireless providers could participate 
in the program as Lifeline-only Eligible Telecommunications Carriers (ETCs). The 
Commission’s goal was to foster more competition among providers to improve consumer 
choice. In 2008, the first such providers were authorized to receive Lifeline funding. Because 
adequate protections were not put in place when these decisions were made, the Lifeline program 
became a target for waste and abuse. 

As it became clear that sufficient protections were not in place to ensure that carriers only 
received support for serving eligible consumers, the Commission took action to correct these 
problems. In 2009, Chainnan Genachowski urged FCC staff to assess the broadband needs of 
our nation, including universal service. Staff produced the National Broadband Plan in March 
2010 in which, among other recommendations, it encouraged the FCC to work with states to 
clarify Lifeline program obligations and determine eligibility best practices. Shortly thereafter, 
in the spring of 2010, the FCC asked the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service (Joint 
Board) for input on reforming the Lifeline program. 

Building on recommendations from the Joint Board, as well as recommendations in a 
2010 report from the Government Accountability Office (GAO), in 201 1 the FCC initiated 
reforms of the Lifeline program not only by commencing a comprehensive rulemaking but also 
by implementing intermediate steps directed at reducing duplicative support, including targeted 
audits. The rulemaking ultimately culminated in a complete overhaul of the program in early 
2012 when the Commission approved the Lifeline Reform Order. The reforms unanimously 
adopted by the Commission last year, and referred to as “a model of entitlement reform” by 
Commissioner Robert McDowell, have already resulted in hundreds of millions of dollars in 
savings to the Universal Service Fund and a steady decline in Lifeline subscribers every month 
since August 2012 (see chart below). 
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Lifelme Subscribers (January 2012 - April 2013) 



The Lifeline program is currently on track to save approximately $2 billion by the end of 
2014. These savings will be achieved through reform and modernization of all aspects of the 
program. The reforms include: (1) requiring consumers to provide proof of eligibility at 
enrollment; (2) requiring consumers to certify that they understand key program rules and to 
recertify annually their continued eligibility for support; (3) limiting the Lifeline benefit to one 
per household; (4) eliminating Link Up support for all providers except those that receive high- 
cost universal service support on Tribal lands; (5) establishing a uniform, nationwide floor for 
consumers’ eligibility to participate in the program, which states may supplement; (6) enhanced 
requirements concerning marketing and advertising practices of supported carriers; and (7) 
putting in place a robust audit requirement for providers entering the Lifeline program and an 
ongoing independent audit requirement for providers drawing more than $5 million from the 
Fund. 


For the first time, the Commission adopted clear goals for the program: ensuring the 
availability of voice and broadband services for low-income Americans and minimizing the 
burden on the consumers and businesses who contribute to the program. The Commission will 
measure progress towards these goals by examining, among other things, the relationship 
between spending on the Lifeline program and penetration rates among low-income consumers. 

In addition, the Commission, in partnership with the Universal Service Administrative 
Company (USAC), the administrator of the Fund, has also identified and cut substantial amounts 
of duplicative Lifeline support, resulting in the de-enrollment of hundreds of thousands of 
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subscribers with more than one Lifeline supported service. And at our direction, USAC is 
building the National Lifeline Accountability Database that will, by the end of this year, detect 
and prevent duplicative support before it occurs. These reforms are in place, are working as 
intended, and are cutting waste, fraud and abuse from the program while ensuring that low- 
income consumers have access to basic communications. 

Let me walk you tlirough each of the Commission’s reforms and quantify the savings to 
the Fund as a result of the Commission’s reforms: 

Proof of Eligibility’, Certification and Recertification 

In reforming the Lifeline program, the Commission took several steps to ensure that only 
eligible consumers that affirmatively request Lifeline service are able to receive it. 

First, Commission rules require documented proof of eligibility for all consumers 
enrolling in Lifeline. Prior to the Lifeline Reform Order, consumers in most states did not have 
to prove that they were eligible for Lifeline. Rather, most subscribers only had to self-certify 
their eligibility. Based on verification data collected by the states and the Commission, it was 
apparent that ineligible consumers were receiving Lifeline supported service. To end this, the 
Commission’s reforms require that subscribers now prove eligibility at the time of enrollment. 
Such proof can be established through slate eligibility databases where available or by a review 
of documentation provided by the consumer. This Commission will not tolerate participation in 
the program by ineligible consumers and is working closely with other federal agencies to 
automate the eligibility check. 

Second, consumers must certify their eligibility at the time of enrollment. This means 
that they must attest that, under penalty of perjury, they understand and w'ill comply with 
program rules. Providers are also required to make disclosures to consumers regarding the 
nature of the Lifeline benefit and the consumers’ duty to comply with the rules. These 
certification and disclosure requirements work in tandem with the proof requirement described 
above to ensure that only eligible consumers sign up for support. 

Third, the Commission put in place a robust recertification requirement to ensure that 
only eligible subscribers remain in the program. Prior to adoption of the Lifeline Reform Order, 
subscribers were not required to confirm their ongoing eligibility. Subscribers must now 
recertify their continued eligibility annually. A subscriber that fails to recertify in time but still 
remains eligible for Lifeline has the opportunity to reenter the program but must go through all 
the required steps of a new subscriber, including the requirement to provide proof of eligibility. 
This reform alone is projected to save $400 million in 2013. 

Eliminating Duplicative Support 

Since 2011, before the release of the Lifeline Reform Order, the Commission has worked 
on several fronts to eliminate duplicative Lifeline support. For example, through targeted audits 
known as In-Depth Data Validations (IDVs) initiated in June 2011, we have eliminated 1 .5 
million duplicate Lifeline subscriptions in nearly 30 states, saving the Fund $180 million a year. 
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In addition, construction of the National Lifeline Accountability Database has begun which will 
permanently detect and prevent duplicative support in violation of our one-per-household rule. 

While the database is in production, USAC will continue with its IDV process to scrub 
the rolls and eliminate duplicate subscriptions. Thus far, USAC has reviewed over 18.8 million 
Lifeline subscriber records to check for duplicate subscriptions, and plans to review an additional 
8 million subscriber records before the end of the year. 

Eliminating Unnecessaiy Connection Fees 

The FCC eliminated Link Up support to providers offering service on non-Tribal lands. 
Link Up was originally intended to offset the charges providers imposed for activating telephone 
service. The FCC concluded that the subsidy was no longer necessary in most instances because 
consumers increasingly have service options from providers that neither draw upon Link Up 
.support nor charge the subscriber an activation fee. In short, some carriers were receiving 
significant amounts of Link Up support for the purpose of signing up new customers, not for 
activating new service. However, given the significant telecommunications deployment and 
access challenges on Tribal lands, the FCC maintained enhanced Link Up support for those 
ETCs that also receive high-cost support on Tribal lands. By targeting Link Up support to only 
those areas where support is necessary. Link Up expenditures dropped from roughly $14 million 
per month in May to less than $200,000 in December 2012, resulting in a savings of over $93 
million in 2012. 

Usage Requirements 

To ensure that Lifeline subscribers are actually using the subsidized service, the FCC has 
imposed '‘non-usage” procedures on providers that do not require their subscribers to pay 
monthly charges. These providers must de-enroll a subscriber if the subscriber does not use the 
service for 60 days. In 2012, over 275,000 Lifeline subscriptions were eliminated due to 
inactivity, saving the Fund over $30 million on an annual basis. 

Consumer Disclosures 

The FCC has also taken a number of steps to protect and empower low-income 
consumers, including new measures to ensure that consumers are informed of program 
requirements. Lifeline providers are required to include in plain, easy-to-understand language in 
all Lifeline marketing materials specific disclosures, including a disclosure telling the consumer 
that Lifeline is a government benefit program, that a consumer must be eligible to receive 
Lifeline service, and that the consumer may receive no more than one benefit per household. 
Lifeline providers must also disclose that consumers who willfully make false statements in 
order to obtain program benefits can be punished with a fine or imprisonment or barred from the 
program. 
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Enhanced Oversight of Lifeline Providers 

The FCC takes seriously its responsibility to ensure its rules are followed and to identify 
and deter any future program abuse. Indeed, the FCC has adopted new requirements to increase 
oversight of Lifeline providers and enhance the auditing program. USAC will audit all newly 
designated Lifeline providers that have not previously provided Lifeline services anywhere in the 
country to ensure they have established effective controls and procedures to comply wdth the 
FCC’s rules. To ensure accountability and maintain oversight for the largest recipients in the 
program, the FCC is also implementing independent audits that will apply to those Lifeline 
providers that draw $5 million or more from the Fund in a given year. Every two years, a 
Lifeline provider drawing more than $5 million from the fund must hire an independent auditor 
to conduct an audit by assessing the provider’s overall compliance with the Lifeline program’s 
rules. 


We recognize that the integrity of the Lifeline program requires compliance with and 
enforcement of the program’s rules. In addition to the audit requirements, we are actively 
enforcing our rules to punish and deter violations. Recently, the FCC’s Enforcement Bureau 
pursued actions again.st two providers that resulted in an enforcement action worth over $ 1 
million; other investigations are ongoing. In addition, the Enforcement Bureau has issued nearly 
200 citations to individuals in eight states notifying them that they violated the Lifeline program 
rules by receiving multiple Lifeline benefits. These citations order the consumers to cease and 
desist from applying for — or receiving — ^more than one Lifeline-supported phone service, and 
warn them that the FCC may impose a monetary fine if the violations continue. 

While the Commission’s reforms have taken hold and reduced program disbursements, 
we recognize that our work is not complete. The Commission is continuing to monitor the 
impact of its reforms to see whether additional measures are necessary to ensure the integrity of 
the Lifeline program. 

Role of States in Implementing Lifeline Reforms 

The states have an important role in overseeing the program as well — ^they have been our 
partners in reform and remain our partners in oversight and enforcement. Indeed, states have 
often served as laboratories of policy innovation in this area and as vital guarantors of universal 
service. 


Under section 214(e)(2) of the Communications Act, states designate providers as ETCs 
to participate in the Lifeline program, including in most cases wireless ETCs. Currently, all but 
ten states and the District of Columbia handle the designation of Lifeline-only wireless ETCs to 
participate in the program. States have broad authority to conduct thorough reviews of ETC 
applications. The FCC’s new rules require that providers demonstrate that they are “financially 
and technically capable of providing Lifeline service in compliance with program rules.” In 
deciding whether to designate a provider to participate in Lifeline, a state must, among other 
things, review how long the company has been in business, whether the provider intends to rely 
exclusively on universal service disbursements to operate its business, whether the provider 
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receives or will receive revenue from other sources, and whether it has been subject to 
enforcement action or ETC revocation proceedings in any state. 

As part of its ongoing commitment to fight waste, fraud, and abuse in the program, the 
FCC now requires that all non-facilities-based providers seeking to become Lifeline-only ETCs 
first have a compliance plan approved by the Wireline Competition Bureau before being 
designated as an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier by a state or the Commission. 
Commission staff thoroughly reviews these plans to ensure that providers have procedures in 
place to adhere to the new stringent program requirements. 

In addition, the Lifeline Reform Order established two key ways that states can continue 
to operate as laboratories for refomi. First, the Lifeline program rules are a foundation upon 
which states can build. For example, states may adopt rules and safeguards for the program that 
go beyond the FCC’s recent reforms. Indeed, California and Georgia are among several states 
that have adopted rules that go beyond the FCC’s core requirements for the program. States may 
also include other programs that qualify consumers for Lifeline as long as those programs are 
related to income. Second, the Commission established a process by which states with their own 
system to detect and eliminate duplicative support can opt-out of the National Lifeline 
Accountability Database. This allows states to keep in place effective systems to eliminate 
waste, fraud and abuse while limiting the administrative burden on the national database. Four 
states and Puerto Rico have opted-out of the national database. 

Affordable Broadband 

These refomis are putting the program on a firm footing for the future, so it can more 
effectively serve low-income consumers, including helping low-income consumers afford 
broadband. Consistent with the language and purposes of the Communications Act, the Lifeline 
Reform Order establishes as a core program goal ensuring universal availability of broadband for 
low-income Americans. Using a portion of the savings from the Lifeline program reforms, the 
Commission currently has underw'ay a broadband pilot program that will provide critical data 
and rigorous analysis regarding how Lifeline can potentially help efficiently and effectively 
increase broadband adoption and retention among low-income consumers. 

Robust, affordable broadband has become essential to access jobs, education, and 
economic opportunity. Over 80 percent of Fortune 500 companies today - including Wal-Mart 
and Target - require online job applications. And students with broadband at home have a 7 
percent higher graduation rate. But low-income households adopt broadband at much lower 
rates than the average household: Fewer than 36 percent of families with incomes less than 
$25,000 subscribe to broadband at home, compared to nearly 92 percent of families with 
incomes over $75,000, according to the U.S. Census Bureau. 

Pursuant to the Commission’s directive, the Wireline Competition Bureau has initiated an 
18-month Broadband Pilot Program consisting of 14 high-quality projects. Data from these 
projects ” together with data from other low-income broadband adoption programs around the 
country, including those funded by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, Comcast’s 
internet Essentials, Centurylink’s Internet Basics, and the Connect-to-Compete program - will 
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be rigorously analyzed to ensure a full understanding of how Lifeline might support broadband. 
CONCLUSION 

In closing, 1 wish to emphasize that the goal of these reforms to the Lifeline program is to 
ensure that the truly needy in our nation are not deprived of something as basic to everyday life 
as phone service. Indeed, access to phone service increases access to employment, medical care, 
and social services — things that can ultimately lift consumers out of poverty. 

We recently heard from a Lifeline subscriber whose story epitomizes the benefits of this 
program. The subscriber is a single father of two children, one of them with special needs. After 
being laid off from an engineering firm, he worked a series of part-time jobs (painting houses, 
retail, etc.) to try to support himself and his family. His landline and mobile phone service were 
eventually turned off because he could not afford them, leaving him with no way to 
communicate with his children’s doctors and caregivers, and no way for prospective employers 
to reach him. After obtaining Lifeline service, he was able to connect with employers and secure 
a job. This is just one example of how Lifeline service has served as a gateway for low-income 
Americans to connect and participate in today’s society. 
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Mr. Walden. Thank you, Ms. Veach. We appreciate your testi- 
mony and the work at the FCC. 

We will now go to Mr. Phillip Jones, Chairman of the Board and 
President of the National Association of Regulatory Utility Com- 
missioners. We appreciate not only your testimony, hut the re- 
sponse to our letter as well where we had sought your input and 
that of your members across the country, so Mr. Jones, I thank you 
and please go ahead. 

STATEMENT OF PHILLIP B. JONES 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. Chairman Walden. Good morning, mem- 
bers of the committee. Ranking Member Eshoo. I am pleased to tes- 
tify today on the federal Lifeline program. 

I am a Commissioner of the Washington State Utilities and 
Transportation Commission, and also as the chairman noted. Presi- 
dent of NARUC. We are a group that represents public utility com- 
missions around the country, 50, plus the District of Columbia, 
plus certain territories. Over 200 commissioners and 8,000 staff are 
regulating, hopefully with humility, in the public interest, and we 
take this responsibility, as Ms. Veach said, seriously. This is a val- 
uable program. It has been operated under a federalist construct 
for 3 decades. It is bipartisan, but we recognize the need for more 
accountability today. And as we said in our letter to you last Fri- 
day, Chairman Walden, we tried to answer your questions on ac- 
countability, and we did a survey. We got 30 responses. 

Just let me say a few things about background on this. When 
this program was created in 1985 after the breakup of AT&T, the 
program applied only to landline service and the opportunity for 
abuse was limited under the old AT&T system. There was little 
competition in the marketplace. Wireless was not available. Cable 
VoIP was not available. But in 2005, the FCC broadened the pro- 
gram by making discounts available, as Ms. Veach noted, to non- 
facilities based carriers. These are resellers of equipment and net- 
works offered by the wireline folks. These new entrants, led by a 
company called TracFone, developed business plans, for profit busi- 
ness plans, providing not only low income consumers with free cell 
phones and free minutes, but generating healthy profits. Nothing 
wrong with that. It was just new. Such plans were not possible or 
even heard of in 1985 or 1996. What happened? Explosive growth. 
Explosive growth in the low income fund. 

In November of 2009, NARUC called for improved verification 
practices to overhaul a system grounded in self-certification. This 
program is grounded in self-certification. Yes, under the penalty of 
perjury, but it is basically self-certification. Many NARUC mem- 
bers had issues with that, Mr. Chairman, right from the start, me 
included, but the FCC chose not to deal with it then and we have 
kind of the problem that we have today. 

As the FCC, however, continues to work on databases to elimi- 
nate duplicate support and verify eligibility, some states moved 
ahead. Ranking Member Eshoo and Congresswoman Matsui, your 
State of California has been a leader in this regard. 2006 they 
started a new program on verification. You may disagree because 
500,000 people were de-enrolled, but they really stepped up to the 
plate even before the FCC acted. 
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So there are five states now that have opted out of the FCC’s 
program. Vermont is included, Representative Welch, and Cali- 
fornia has opted out of this new order last year. And at least 11 
states social service databases are being used to confirm consumer 
eligibility at the front end, including my State of Washington. More 
states are considering establishing such databases, but the cost can 
be prohibitive and the expectation of federal databases may cause 
some states to avoid the cost of creating their own. 

I was pleased when the FCC took action on Lifeline in 2010, and 
let me commend the FCC for referring this to the Joint Board. The 
Joint Board process with the states was set up to deal with difficult 
technical issues like this. I note at the time Ray Baum served as 
the Commissioner. He was very active on the Joint Board, and I 
think Ray would agree with me that the Joint Board process for 
Lifeline worked well. Referred to the Joint Board, came back with 
a recommended decision within 6 months, record time, and then 
the FCC — as Julie said, the FCC acted on it. This is a textbook ex- 
ample of how the congressionally mandated Joint Board process 
should work. 

We have some results in the State of Washington. I won’t dwell 
on those now. I can respond in questions, but about 35, 37 percent 
with one carrier, 25 percent with another. They either didn’t re- 
spond or they were de-enrolled last year. So this certification and 
recertification process does work. 

I have some questions about why people don’t respond. I think 
there are some legitimate concerns about why these people don’t 
respond. Maybe a homeless person without an address. It may not 
be addressed to the proper person. The carrier may not have the 
resources to follow up. And I think legitimate people who qualify 
at 135 percent of the federal poverty guidelines should get this 
service. 

So in closing, I think it is a valuable program. I commend Julie 
and the FCC staff. They worked hard on this. As I said, this is a 
shared responsibility — states, FCC, carriers, low income groups. So 
I look forward to the questions and answers. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Jones follows:] 
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Summary: The Universal Service Fund (USF) low-income Lifeline program is a shared 
responsibility of federal and State policymakers. It is a responsibility my State colleagues and 1 
take seriously. Lifeline is an important social program which allows low-income customers to 
be connected to voice networks. NARUC has a long history of supporting it. Still, given the 
rapid expansion in the Lifeline program in the past several years, we have raised many of the 
same concerns you have. Indeed, four years ago, in 2009, NARUC passed a resolution that 
pointed out that "some States are developing real-time access to information necessary to verify 
household eligibility and ensure that a household receives only one Lifeline Subsidy" and called 
upon both States and the FCC to “review existing procedures to verify eligibility . . . including 
consideration of real-time verification."’ 

Our federalist system allow’s States to act as laboratories for programs providing useful 
and te.sted templates to guide federal (and other State) policy makers’ decisions. The FCC is to 
be commended for recent reforms addressing waste, fraud and abuse and their collaboration with 
NARUC and States. Some States have enacted prophylactic measures as well including 
databases on duplicates and eligibility, periodic compliance audits of carriers and even, in some 
oases, revoking carrier ETC designations. Unfortunately, the ability of our members to audit and 
investigate waste, fraud, and abuse by wireless Eligible Telecommunications Carriers (ETCs) is 
hampered in some States because of limited statutory authority over non-wireline carriers. The 
FCC’s decision broadening the Lifeline program in 2005 to include non-facilities based wireless 
service plans had a dramatic impact. As a result, certain non-facilities based, prepaid wireless 
providers created business plans not only providing low-income consumers w'ith free cell phones 
and minutes each month, but also generating a profit. Such business plans were not possible in 

* See . Resolution on Lifeline Service Verification (November 2009). available online at: 

htID:/Av\vw.naruc.org/Resoiulion.s/Resoliitjon%20on%20Lifeline%20Service%20Verii1cation.r>df . 
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1985 or even in 1996. The explosive growth in the ftind is testament to their popularity, 
How'ever, it fundamentally changed the incentives of both customers and companies - 
encouraging both to abuse the program. Though the potential for abuse was obvious, until 
relatively recently, no effective safeguards were imposed to address the new vulnerabilities. 
The recent reforms are a significant step forward. But a thorough analysis of the recent 
recertification process is needed to identify needed modifications before the next recertification. 

Testimony: 

Chairman Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, and Members of the Subcommittee, thank 
you for the opportunity to testify today on the Federal Lifeline Program. NARUC submitted 
information to the committee last week on State actions to combat waste, fraud and abuse. 1 will 
not repeat all that information but welcome any questions on that data at the appropriate time. 

I am a Commissioner with the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission and 
currently serve as President of the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners 
(NARUC). It is - like Congress - a bipartisan organization. NARUC’s members include public 
utility commissions (PUCs) in all your States, the District of Columbia and U.S. territories with 
jurisdiction over telecommunications, electricity, natural gas, water and other utilities. NARUC 
member commissioners are the in-State experts on the impact of FCC programs in vour State and 
on vour constituents. The Universal Service Fund (USF) and the low-income Lifeline program 
we are discussing today are shared responsibilities of federal and State regulators. 1 personally 
take this responsibility seriously, as do my colleagues across the country. 

Lifeline provides low'-income consumers with discounts on monthly telephone service 
enabling them to connect to the vital telecommunications network. Approximately 2,000 
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telecommunications companies are eligible to provide these discounts. Established in 1985, the 
federal program provides discounts for voice communications on monthly wireless or wired 
phone bills ($9.25 a month) to low-income households. Eligible residents of Indian reservations 
or Tribal lands can receive up to an additional $25 in discounts. About 40 States provide 
matching Lifeline funds ranging from $.75 to $8.50 a month. My State of Washington provides 
$2 in monthly matching funds, but most States offer $3.50. The support is given directly to 
service providers on behalf of the low-income consumer households, 

NARUC has a long history of supporting this vital social program. We have also 
supported transitioning the program to include broadband service adopting multiple resolutions 
in recent years," But given the incredible growth in the program, my State colleagues and I have 
come to share many of the concerns you are focusing on today. As Chairman Walden noted 
recently, the Lifeline fund grew from about $800 million in 2008 to about $2.2 billion in 2012. 
At the same time, the USF contribution factor has grown, in part, to accommodate this increase 
in program costs and currently stands at 15.5% of interstate revenues. 

NARUC recognizes that managing the total size of the USF is important so we can 
protect the consumers who pay for its expansions through a surcharge on their bills. 
These costs burden consumers and may negatively affect economic activity, progress and 
recovery if the appropriate accountability mechanisms are not in place. 


NARUC's [1] February 2008 Resolution to Support Equal Access to Communication Technologies hy 
People with Disabilities, at httD:.//\s'\v\v.naruc.org/'Resolut’ions/PeODle%20with%2QDisabililies%20Resoiutionl.pdr : 
[2] February 2009 Resolution on Lifeline and Link-Up Program Support for Broadband Internet Access Seiyices 
and Devices, at: hUp:/7\v\\'\v.naruc.org/ResQlution$/TC%20Resolution%20on%20Lireline%20and%20Link- 
Up%20Program%20Support%20for%20Broa(Jband%20lnternet%20Access%20$ervices%20and%20Dev'iccs.pdf : 

[3j November 2009 Resolution on Legislation to Establish a Broadband Lifeline Assistance Program (Supporting a 
permanent program); 

http://w\\\v.naruc.org^Resolutions/Re.solution%20on%2QLegis}ation%20to%20Eslablish%20a%20Broadband%20!J 
feline%2QAssistancc%20Program.pdf , 
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Our federalist system of government allows States to act as laboratories for programs 
providing useful and tested templates to guide federal (and other State) policy makers’ decisions. 
Lifeline is no exception. As the FCC continues work on databases to eliminate duplicate support 
and verify eligibility, some States moved ahead and created their own. .According to an informal 
survey of our members, five States established programs to eliminate duplicative support and 
have been allowed to opt out of the FCC’s National Lifeline Accountability Database.^ At least 
11 States in our informal survey use State social service databases to confinn consumer 
eligibility for participation in the Lifeline program.'* But as more States consider establishing 
such database verification systems, the costs of doing so can be prohibitive, as States, like the 
federal government, are not immune to current economic conditions. As often happens, the 
expectation that the FCC will create federal databases may cause .some States to wait to leverage 
the federal databases and avoid the costs of creating standalone databases. 

Eleven States responding to our survey have programs to periodically conduct 
compliance audits on ETCs and/or of Lifeline recipients.^ For example, California, in addition 
to financial and compliance audit provisions, has had annual renewal/recertification requirements 
since 2006. Unfortunately, the ability of some States to audit and/or investigate waste, fraud, 
and abuse may be hampered by rules or laws restricting, or removing outright, their authority 
over wireless companies. 

One key capability States have to ensure carriers follow rules is the ability to revoke or 
not grant ETC designation pursuant to Section 214(e) of the 1996 Act. Six States responding to 


^ State.s establishing their own program to eliminate duplicates: Caiifornia, Te.xas, Vermont, Oregon, and 

Puerto Rico. 

States responding they have a system or program in place to confirm the eligibility of Lifeline subscribers 
by using social service agency databases; AK, CA, FL, IL, IN, KS, NE, NY, OR, WA, WI. 

^ States responding that have requirements for requiring periodic compliance audits on lifeline carriers or 

recipients: CA, CO, FL, KS, ME, MA, NE. N.L OR, Wl, WY. 
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our survey have refused an application for ETC designation filed by a carrier. Seven others have 
revoked the designation for questionable practices and/or violating program rules.*’ But these 
numbers do not tell the whole story'. In many cases, a carrier whose ETC application for or 
existing ETC designation is being challenged will often withdraw its application or relinquish its 
ETC status once it becomes clear it will not be granted or may be revoked. Such actions are not 
reflected in any State statistics. Moreover, many States require ETCs to certify-when they are 
seeking designation or submitting annual filings— that it is in compliance with all federal and 
State rules and whether the provider’s ETC designation has been suspended or revoked in any 
jurisdiction. 

In 2005, the FCC broadened the Lifeline program making discounts available to 
qualifying low-income consumers on pre-paid wireless service plans in addition to traditional 
landline service. At that time States expressed concern with the potential for fraud and abuse. 

In the “old days” of the late 80’s and the early 90’s the opportunity to abuse Lifeline was 
limited. Most consumers had access to only one provider of wired phone service, the incumbent 
local exchange carrier. Lifeline consumers got their allotted discount but had to pay the 
remainder of their bill each month to keep their service. In such cases, duplicate Lifeline 
subsidies to single household were less common. Where they did occur, they were easier to 
investigate because service was provided to a specific geographic location. With a limited 
number of carriers and the focus on incumbent LECs, it was easier for the FCC, USAC and State 
PUCs to regulate and oversee Lifeline subscribers. Moreover, no companies provided completely 
free service. There was no industry segment with a business plan focused on making money off 
of the Lifeline program. In fact, the program was more likely a money loser for most carriers. 


States responding they had revoked a carriers ETC designation: FL, KS, KY, MI, MN, WA, WI. 
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While the Lifeline discount was rebated by USAC, the carriers bore the unreimbursed costs and 
administrative burdens associated with marketing and enrolling customers in the program. 

Everything changed when the FCC allowed non-facilities based, wireless providers to 
enter the Lifeline market. They developed business plans not only providing low-income 
consumers with free cell phones and an allotment of free minutes each month, but also generated 
healthy profits. Such plans were not possible in 1985 or even in 1996. Did consumers benefit 
from this change? I’m sure the addition of plans providing a free cell phone plan of 250 or so 
minutes a month was no doubt beneficial to some low-income consumers. Indeed, the explosive 
growth in the fund is testament to its popularity. But it fundamentally changed the incentives for 
both customers and companies - opening up new avenues for waste, fraud and abuse. 

Specifically, the move to wireless meant the physical connection to the carrier and the 
customer to a specific geographic location was severed. This undermined the first line of 
defense against duplicative services and ineligible recipients. The creation of “free” plans also 
eliminated any financial incentive for customers not to seek duplicate services and further 
weakened the connection the consumer has with providers associated with paying a monthly bill. 
Before the most recent recertification requirement was enacted, a Lifeline recipient could enroll 
and obtain a free wireless device from a third party agent on the street, receive their allotted 
minutes each month and never interact directly with the service provider. The elimination of 
these service characteristics opened up opportunities for fraud and abuse that didn’t exist before. 

NARUC and our members several years ago started raising concerns with the proper 
oversight of these new wireless Lifeline providers. State Commissions generally designate 
carrier participation in the Lifeline program for wireline carriers. That is not always the case for 
wireless providers. Ten states and the District of Columbia do NOT grant eligible 
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telecommunications carrier (ETC) status for wireless carriers because they lack the jurisdiction 
under State statute.^ Another line of defense against abuse - Slate oversight - is non-existent or 
at least more limited in such Jurisdictions. Wireless carriers wanting to provide Lifeline service 
in those States must submit their application for ETC designation with the FCC. As a result, the 
enforcement burden in many cases shifts back to the FCC. Moreover, the legislatures in several 
States have passed laws effectively deregulating Internet Protocol- (IP) based services. As the 
PSTN migrates to IP technologies and the federal Lifeline program properly transitions to 
support broadband, more of the responsibility for combating waste, fraud and abuse from those 
States is also likely to fall on the FCC. The question remains, does the FCC have the ability and 
re.sources to properly oversee the program in such States? Does a different division of 
responsibilities make sense? These are appropriate and timely questions for Congress and this 
committee to consider. 

As far back as November 2009, NARUC adopted a resolution expressing our concern 
with growth in the Lifeline program and calling for improved verification practices to overhaul a 
system grounded in self-certification. Specifically, the resolution, called “upon the FCC and the 
States to review existing processes to verify eligibility and, if necessary, develop and implement 
best practices and suggestions, including consideration of real-time verification, for all Lifeline 
applicants to ensure eligibility for support.”* Eliminating waste, fraud and abuse ensures only 
eligible consumers receive support from the program and minimizes the cost to all consumers 
who pay through their monthly bills. 


^ State that do NOT designate eligible telecommunications status to vvirele.ss carriers: Alabama, Connecticut, 

Delaware, New Hampshire, North Carolina, New York, Tennessee, Texas, the Commonwealth of Virginia, Florida 
and the District of Columbia. 

^ NARUC Resolution on Lifeline Service Verification {November 2009). Available online at: 

http:/7www.naruc.ora/Rcsoiutions/Rcso!ulion%20on%20Lifclinc%20$er\icc%20Verification-Ddf 
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Lifeline will once again be a major topic of discussion at the NARUC Summer Meeting 
this July in Denver. We will consider a resolution commending the “FCC on its efforts to 
eliminate waste, fraud, and abuse in the Lifeline program” and “encourag[ing] the FCC to ensure 
that the National Lifeline Accountability Database and the National Eligibility Database are 
available before the end of 2013, prior to the time that ETCs must recertify their Lifeline 
customers on or before December 31, 2013.”^ Commissioners and staff will each hold panel 
discussions on the recertification process, how it went, what we learned, what other information 
would be useful, and how the process can be improved. 1 suspect we will have more to report 
after those discussions. 

I was pleased to see the FCC did take action on Lifeline in 2010. In May of that year the 
FCC asked the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service to review the existing eligibility, 
verification, and outreach rules for the Lifeline and Link-Up universal service programs.'” The 
FCC also maintained a robust and open dialogue with NARUC and the States. Their outreach 
and collaboration efforts are ongoing to this day. I give the FCC, especially the Wireline 
Competition Bureau, FCC Commissioner Clyburn - the former Chair of the Federal State Joint 
Board on Universal Service, her staff and, of course, the Chairman, much credit for tackling this 
issue and seeking vital State input throughout the process. This is a textbook example of how the 
Congressionally-established Joint Board process can be properly utilized to address issues 
quickly and provide an excellent basic template for FCC action. 

The Universal Service Joint Board came back with a recommended decision in record 
time - around six months - in November of 2010. It addressed the lifeline questions asked by 

’ DRAFT Resolution to Improve Lifeline Annual Recerlificalion Process, for con.sideration at NARUC 

Summer Committee Meetings in .July 2013 (Full text is currently embargoed), 

Federal-Stale .Joint Board On Universal Service; Lifeline and Link-Up. CC Docket No. 96-45, \VC Docket 
No. 03-109, Order. 25 FCC Red 5079 (2010) (2010 Referral Order) 
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the FCC and more - recommending that the FCC take into consideration the additional issues of 
broadband, overall fund size, and prepaid wireless Lifeline service as it moved forward with 
universal service reform.” In the January 31, 2012 Report and Order and Further Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking, the FCC either enacted or sought additional comments on all of the Joint 
Board recommendations. Again, this is exactly how the congressionally mandated Federal-State 
Joint Board process should be used. We hope the FCC will use the process more often. 

In my State of Washington, we designate wireless ETCs and have established a process 
to confirm eligibility and identify duplicate service. Specifically, as a condition for ETC 
designation, we require carriers to provide their customer records to the Washington Department 
of Social and Health Services (DSHS) on an annual basis to check customers’ eligibility and any 
duplication with any landline Lifeline benefit. The Commission also encourages ETCs to work 
with DSHS to access their customer eligibility query database. To date, all ETCs in Washington 
have gained access to DSHS database and use it to check Lifeline applicants’ initial eligibility to 
the extent such verification is possible. For those customers who apply for l.ifeline based on their 
income eligibility or whose eligibility cannot be verified by the DSHS, ETCs are required to 
review documentation verifying applicant eligibility. Yet, this is not a perfect system and the 
FCC’s order has fundamentally altered the landscape. Even though we have verification 
procedures in place, I still strongly support the expeditious creation of the national accountability 
and eligibility verification databases. 

WUTC staff looked at the results of the recertification process in our State. Overall, 
37% of Lifeline subscribers did not respond to carrier attempts to recertify their eligibility and 
29% were de-enrolled. We found a difference existed between the response rate and de- 

Federal-State .loint Board on Universal Service Recommended Decision, November 4, 2010. Available at 
hltpFAvtvtv.unitersalsersice.orat res/doeuments/about/pdt/fcc-ordcrs/2010-fcc-ordcrs/FCC-I0.1-.4.D df- 
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enrollment rate for facilities-based carriers versus the non-facilities-based prepaid wireless ETCs 
in Washington. For facilities-based carriers, both wireline and wireless, the non-response rate 
was 46% and de-enrollment rate was 24%. For the non-facilities-based prepaid wireless the non- 
response rate 35.4% and de-enrollment rate was 33%. Interestingly, there was a higher non- 
response rate for facilities-based carriers but a higher de-enrollment rate for the non-facilities 
based prepaid wireless ETCs. What does this tell us? Anecdotally, we have heard that many of 
the traditional wireline carriers may not have gone to the same effort or used as effective means 
of contact as some of the prepaid carriers to recertify their Lifeline customers. Information on 
number of attempts and methods used to contact Lifeline recipients would be useful in evaluating 
the recertification process and how it might be improved in the future. 

In conclusion, the FCC is to be commended for its substantial efforts to address waste, 
fraud and abuse in the Lifeline program. One could argue that .such efforts should have begun 
earlier but I and my NARUC colleagues prefer to look forward. 1 urge Congress to support the 
FCC and USAC efforts to complete the national accountability and eligibility databases. USAC 
announced last week that construction of the National Lifeline Accountability Database, or 
NLAD, has begun and it is expected to be operational later this year. While it cannot eliminate 
all abuses, this database will certainly very significantly reduce duplicative support nationally, a 
big step forward. 

Throughout the process the FCC has worked closely with NARUC and our member 
PUCs. The congressionally mandated federal-State joint board process was utilized as designed 
and provided the commission with several recommendations that were subsequently acted upon. 
Data on the first recertification is now becoming available but an in depth analysis is needed to 
identify areas that can be improved going forward. 
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Let me close by reiterating my support for the Lifeline program with proper verification 
and accountability measures in place. This vital program is supported by the FCC and State 
commissions for voice services, and now needs to migrate over time to cover broadband 
netw'orks. I believe expansion to broadband is crucial to assure those with the most need have 
access to employment opportunities, education, communications, health and social services, and 
numerous other applications that only broadband provides. We, as the State PUCs, stand ready 
and willing to work with the FCC, industry, the low-income community, and you in Congress to 
maintain this important program and combat waste, fraud and abuse. 
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The Honorable Fred Upton 
Chairman 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 

The Honorable Joe Barton 

Chairman Emeritus 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 

The Honorable Marsha Blackburn 
Vice Chairman 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 


The Honorable Greg Walden 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 
Communications and Technology 

The Honorable Tim Murphy 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight and 

Investigations 

The Honorable Robert Latta 
Vice Chaimian, Subcommittee on 
Communications and Technology 


Re: Response to March 26 letter for information on State actions to combat 

waste, fraud and abuse in the Lifeline Low-income USF Program 

Dear Chairman Upton, Chairman Walden, Chairman Emeritus Barton, Chairman Murphy, Vice 
Chairman Blackburn and Vice Chairman Latta: 


Thank you for allowing NARUC to provide the Committee with information on what 
States are doing to combat waste, fraud, and abuse in the Lifeline Program. We answer your 
four questions below using infomiation from a recent informal survey of our member public 
utility commissions, other sources and anecdotal information. To date, thirty-one NARUC 
member commissions responded to that preliminary survey. 

1. What innovative steps and best practices are States taking to combat waste, fraud 
and abuse in the Lifeline program that might be a model for other States or the 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC)? 


States often act as laboratories for experiments that can provide both useful and tested 
templates to guide federal (and other State) policy makers ’ decisiom. Lifeline programs 
are no exception. The FCC’s addition of wireless carriers to the federal lifeline 
programs, which began in 2005, presents new challenges for Stale oversight. 

Screening Databases: As the FCC continues work on databases to eliminate duplicate 
support and verify eligibility, some States moved ahead and created their own. For 
example, California, Texas, Vermont, Oregon, and Puerto Rico each have established 
programs to eliminate duplicative support and have been allowed to opt out of the FCC 's 
National Lifeline Accountability Database. States can opt out of the national database if 
they demonstrate to the FCC showing there is a state-wide system in place to detect, 
eliminate, and prevent duplicate Lifeline claims at least as robust as what the FCC plans 
for the national database. 
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Several Stales have also established programs to verify subscriber eligibility in 
qualifying low-income/assistance programs, including the home States of Chairman 
Walden (Oregon) and Ranking Members Eshoo (California). At least eleven States in 
our informal swvey me State social service databases to confirm consumer eligibility for 
participation in the Lifeline program.' But more States are considering establishing such 
database verification systems. The cost of establishing such databases can be prohibilive 
and States, like the federal government, have not been immune from the financial and 
fiscal troubles in recent years. As often happens, the expectation that the FCC will 
create federal databases may cause some States to wait to leverage the federal databases 
and avoid the costs of creating standalone Stale databases. 

States that do not mandate Lifeline support, i.e., "federal default States ”, do not have 
their own Lifeline programs. Carriers in these States follow the federcd Lifeline rules and 
eligibility criteria. The FCC lists the following as federal default States and/or 
territories: American Samoa, Delaware, Hawaii, Indiana, Iowa, Louisiana, New’ 
Hampshire, North Dakota, Northern Mariana Islands, and South Dakota. For these 
States and territories, federal databases on accountability and eligibility would be 
particularly useful. 

Recertification/Compliance Audits: Eleven responding Stales have programs to 
periodically conduct compliance audits on ETCs and/or of Lifeline recipients.' In some 
cases, the ability of States to audit and/or investigate waste, fraud, and abuse may be 
hampered by State rides or statute. This is the case for several Stales with respect to 
wireless. 

On the other end of the spectrum is California. In addition to financial and compliance 
audit provisions, the State has had annual renewal/recertification requirements since 
2006. As a result the FCC’s recent annual recertification requirement has had a 
negligible impact on California's program.' Their experience has also shown that some 
consumers do indeed reapply after being de-enrolled from the program during 
recertification. 

In Kansas, the KUSF third party administrator conducts compliance audits on sixteen 
carriers per year. The carriers are randomly .selected and may or may not be ETCs. The 
results of these random audits are made publicly availakle online,* 


' States responding they have a system or program in place to confirm the eligibility of Lifeline subscribers 
by using social service agency databases: AK, CA, FL, IL, IN, KS, NE, NY, OR, WA, Wl. 

^ States responding that have requirements for requiring periodic compliance audits on lifeline carriers or 

recipients; CA, CO, FL, KS, ME, MA, NE, NJ, OR, Wi, WY. 

^ Data on Lifeline participation in California is publicly available. Data for years 2012 and 2011 are 

available at the following links - 2012: httD://www.CDuc.ca.gov^'R/rdonlvres/E4B485AD-B084-41D0-944D- 
4D 3620C721Q4/0/Solix XeroxLifeLineSubscriberCounts2QI2-\ls . 2011: 

http://wvvw*.cpuc.ca. gov,'NR/rdonlvres/67F037FB-43FB-4F27-9Al I- 
SF90BD2CBB9 E /0/SolixLifeLineSubscribetCounls20l I .xls 

Kansas’ USF third party administrator conducts random audits of carriers each year. See, e.g., 2011 audit 
of Virgin Mobile: http:/.Vstar.kcc.ks.aov.Festar/View'File.asp.x/20l 106091 !2330.pdf?id-454bc32c-c31e-4292-a934- 
0 38b3S4bclc 6. Other orders/audit information is available at; http:/.'estar.kcc.ks.gov.'’estar/portal/kcc/Dortal.aspx . 
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Massachusetts, which wasn ’t able to complete our survey because it has recently opened 
an investigation into its Lifeline programs, requires ETCs to regularly report data as a 
condition of ETC designation. Specifically, the Department of Telecommunications and 
Cable requires ETCs to file each of the following 1) quarterly reports on the number of 
Lifeline subscriber accounts terminated for non-usage each month; 2) quarterly reports 
on the number of consumer complaints from Massachusetts subscribers regarding its 
Lifeline service; 3) quarterly reports on the amount of Universal Service Fund support 
received for Massachusetts Lifeline subscribers each month; and 4) participation in 
dispute resolution by the Department ’s Consumer Division to resolve Lifeline subscriber 
disputes (including eligibility disputes, program offering issues, and limited equipment 
related issues, but not matters related to rates or entry). 

Florida has been very active in combating waste, fraud and abuse in the program. The 
Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) staff review USAC disbursements to ETCs 
data on a monthly basis to watch for abnormalities. Staff also checks the number of 
Lifeline customers claimed by each Florida ETC by taking the total USAC amount 
reimbursed for Lifeline and dividing it by S9.25, the Federal amount reimbursahle for 
each Lifeline customer. If a disbursement or series of disbursements appear 
questionable, the FPSC has the ability to issue subpoenas to landline carriers to 
determine the number of lines purchased by ETCs to provide Lifeline service. The 
FPSC also has the authority to review books and records of wireline ETC, hut NOT 
wireless ETCs. However, Florida also established by statute the Florida Lifeline Work 
Group which includes the Public Service Commission, the Department of Children and 
Families, the Office of Public Counsel, and each eligible telecommunications carrier 
offering Lifeline services. Its purpose is to determine how the eligible Lifeline subscriber 
information will be shared, the obligations of each party with respect to the use of that 
information, and the procedures to be implemented to increase enrollment and verify 
elisibiiitv in these programs . The FPSC generates an annual report to the Governor, the 
President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives on the number 
of customers subscribing to Lifeline service and the effectiveness of procedures to 
promote participation in the program.^ 


Prohibit Free Service: The federal Lifeline program did not contemplate 

consumers getting free service when it was created in 1985. Until 2005, the federal 
program only allowed consumers to receive a discount on their monthly bill When 
Lifeline expanded to include prepaid wireless carriers, several companies developed 
specific business models based primarily on free phones and service. At least one State 
has adopted rules prohibiting free Lifeline service, instead requiring subscribers to pay a 


® Florida Public Service Commission Report on Lifeline 2012. Link to 2012 Lifeline Report: 
http://wvv\v.floridapsc,com/publications/pdf/telecommdelc-lifelinereDort20!3.pdf . 
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minimum amount each month. Currently, Oklahoma requires a Lifeline subscriber to pay 
SI a month minimum. Georgia is considering a requirement that Lifeline subscribers pay 
$5 a month minimum fee. The minimum amount, which is similar to the federal tribal 
lands Lifeline SI a monlh program, ensures the consumer has “.skin in the game” ami 
should provide some deterrence to duplicative subsidies as customers would pay monthly 
fees for each phone they acquired. 

State Recourse on Bad Actors: One key capability' States have to ensure carriers 

follow rules is ability to pull/not grant ETC designation. Six States responding to our 
survey have in the past refused an application for ETC designation filed by a carrier. 
Seven others have pulled the ETC designation of a carrier for questionable practices 
and/or violating program rules.^ But these numbers do not tell the whole story. In many 
cases, a carrier whose application for or existing ETC designation is being challenged 
will often withdraw its application or relinquish its ETC status once it becomes clear it 
will not be granted/may be pulled. Such actions are not reflected in any statistics on 
State actions. Many Stales require ETCs to certify - when they are seeking designation 
or submitting annual filings - that it is in compliance with all federal and State rules and 
whether the provider’s ETC designation has been suspended or revoked in any 
jurisdiction. 

Many States can and, when necessary, do initiate investigations into the program 
generally or on a specific carrier. The previously referenced Massachusetts Deparlmeni 
of Telecommunications and Cable April 1, 2013 investigation into the federal Lifeline 
program is one example. They are examining the implementation of the FCC's 2012 
Lifeline Order, as well as M’ays the Department can protect against waste, fraud, and 
abuse. The investigation will include: (1) compliance with existing Department Lifeline 
ETC requirements; (2) annual ETC certifications and other reporting obligations; (3) 
expansion of Lifeline eligibility criteria; (4) outreach, consumer safeguards, and service 
quality; and (3) related matters. 

Florida 's monthly review of data, referenced earlier, resulted in, among other things, 
investigations of two ETCs whose designations were eventually revoked for questionable 
monetary claims at USAC. Another company claming to be a Florida ETC was also 
caught before it was given any USAC money: 


2. What States designate and recertify wireless prepaid eligible telecommunications 
carriers (ETCs) and which ones leave that to the FCC? 

So far, 31 Stales have responded to NARUC’s survey. Of those, 26 public utility 
commissions do designate wireless ETCs, while five do not. Based on the survey and 
literature .search, we believe States that do NOT designate wireless ETCs include; 


States responding they had pulled a carriers ETC designation; FL, KS, KY, Mi, MN, WA, Wl. 
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Alabama, Connecticut, Delaware, New Hampshire, North Carolina, New York 
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, Florida, and the District of Columbia (10 States plus D.C.) 
Wireless/prepaid carriers seeking ETC designation in these States must file then 
application with the FCC. While these States do not handle the ETC designation, in somi 
cases, they may have a role in certifying Lifeline subscribers signed up by the wirelesi 
ETCs since consumers may qualify under State-based criteria. Obviously, in some q 
these jurisdictions, a State ‘s ability to effectively oversee program compliance may bt 
hampered when the ETC is a wireless provider. 

3. Are the recent reforms adequate to address waste fraud and abuse in the fund? 

The recent reforms are a significant and positive step forward to clean up crucial abuses 
in the Lifeline program. The FCC reform, among other things, required annual 
recertification of recipients ’ eligibility: detailed audits every two years for carriers that 
receive over $5 million in Lifeline monies, and new Lifeline recipient eligibility 
certifications. These are all important and needed steps that have already improved 
accountability and eliminated some of the more egregious abuses to the program. 

Meanwhile, the FCC continues to move forward with proposals to create databases to 
address problems of duplicate support (accountability database) and eligibility 
verification (eligibility database). These databases, once up in running, will improve 
program accountability. The first database, on duplicates, we hope will be up in the next 
year. The eligibility database is more complicated and the FCC continues to seek input 
from stakeholders. The difficulty in creating one database that combines the many 
federal and State eligibility standards is not to be understated. 

Whether these reforms solve all the problems or require additional refinement is an open 
issue. The inaugural 2012 recipient recertification requirement process lead to de- 
enrollment of a large number of Lifeline subscribers. It seems likely that this procedure 
has resulted in some non-insignificant percentage of qualified and deserving Lifeline 
subscribers being de-enrolled. The majority of those de-enrolled were subscribers who 
failed to respond to the recertification notice. For example, in Florida 99.42% of de- 
enrolled subscribers were de-enrolled for not resoondim to the recertification letter. 
What we don 7 know is why all these people didn 7 respond. Did they simply overlook the 
notice? Did they disregard it since they had not been asked to recertify before? Did they 
not understand, or was the process too difficult for many of the low-income recipients? 
Were some of the non-responses from subscribers who had duplicate Lifeline service and 
choose the one they preferred to recertify? Additional investigation seems warranted. 


The next logical question is: Will some percentage of subscribers that were de-enrolled 
for not responding to the notifications - but do qualify for the program - migrate back 
into the program in the coming months? Getting the answer could take months. A 
couple of States are reporting a slight uptick in Lifeline subscription. This might be 
because at least some of those de-enrolled are re-entering the program. This was the 
experience in California, which has had a recertification program since 2006. Further 
analysis is needed to answer these and many more questions. 


S 
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4. Do States have any recommendations on how the FCC can fnrther improve the 
program? 

Below is a list of ideas offered by individual NARUC members and staff that work on 
Lifeline issues on a regular basis. These suggestions were collected to respond to your 
request. The suggestions have not been studied or endorsed by NARUC. The association 
has taken no position on the relative merits of any. Similarly, they are not necessarily the 
policy of any particular State. We specified in asking this question that we would not be 
attributing particular response to any state or individual. This anonymity encouraged a 
broader range of recommendations for the consideration of the Committee. 

• The FCC should get the national duplicates and eligibility databases online as 
soon as possible as it will help eliminate much waste, fraud and abuse. (4 States) 

• The FCC should examine the provision of Lifeline Service at NO cost to the 
subscriber. If a consumer has to pay some amount each month for the service it 
may deter duplicative support. (2 States) 

• The FCC should simplify the recertification process to assure eligible customers 
remain on the program. (2 States) 

• The FCC should rescind the blanket forbearance on the facilities requirement 
given to prepaid wireless carriers. (2 States) 

• The FCC/Congress should prohibit the practice of advertising “free government 
cellphones " and handing out free cellphones from tents and temporary kiosks. 
Providing information on the program and how to apply could be allowed at such 
temporary locations but the customer should be directed to a permanent facility 
before obtaining a phone after eligibility is verified. 

• The FCC should prohibit the use of third-party agents hired by carriers to sign up 
Lifeline subscribers (2 States) 

« The FCC should prohibit activation of handsets before eligibility is verified. 

• The FCC should prohibit someone that falsifies an application from participating 
in the program for some period of time and/or require reimbursements to the fund 
of any losses caused by the fraud prior to re-qualfyingfor the program. (3 States) 

• The FCC should impose significant fines and, when appropriate because of the 
magnitude of the abuse (and the threshold should be small) suspend companies 
AND their officers from any participation in the Lifeline programs when ETCs or 
their officers/principals/ owners/ third party vendors violate rules. Repeat 
offenders should be permanently banned program participation. (2 States) 

• The FCC should prohibit any ETCs with a validation/recertification rate of less 
than a reasonable benchmark, such as 75%, from enrolling new customers and 
subject them to an FCC/USAC/State audit. 

• The FCC should grant the USTelecom petition filed April 2, 2012 for 
reconsideration of 47 C.F.R. §§ 54.4l0(b)(2)(ii) and 54.4I0(c)(2)(ii) to allow 
States that administer the Lifeline program and determine eligibility to provide 
lists to carriers of subscribers that qualify for Lifeline instead of requiring that 
copies of application forms be provided to carriers. 
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• The FCC should require more than one month of reimbursement of lifeline funds 
whenever duplicate Lifeline recipients are discovered. 

• The FCC should consider requiring all ETCs located in a particular State to use 
the same Lifeline application form that lists all Lifeline providers in that State so 
applicants will be more likely to ask questions if they already have service. 

• The FCC should require ETCs to obtain and retain proof of eligibility. 

• The FCC sho uld require all ETCs to call their sendee "Lifeline ” and prohibit the 
misleading practices used by some carriers of “doing business as", e.g., 
Assurance Wireless and SafeLink to avoid customer confusion. 

If you have questions about NARUC’s positions or would like to discuss it further, please 
contact NARUC Legislative Director Brian O’Hara at (202)898-2205, bohara@naruc.org or 
NARUC General Counsel Brad Ramsay at (202)898-2207. iramsav@nariic.org . 

Sincerely, 

/s/Chuck Gray 

NARUC Executive Director 
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Mr. Walden. Thank you, Mr. Jones. We appreciate, again, the 
work of your organization and you personally. 

We will now move to Ms. Jessica Gonzalez, who is the Vice Presi- 
dent of Policy and Legal Affairs for the National Hispanic Media 
Coalition. Ms. Gonzalez, we are delighted to have you here today. 
Please go ahead with your testimony. 

STATEMENT OF JESSICA GONZALEZ 

Ms. Gonzalez. Thank you. Thank you. Chairman Walden 

Mr. Walden. Go ahead and push that little button there. 

Ms. Gonzalez. Thank you. Chairman Walden, Ranking Member 
Eshoo, members of the subcommittee. I am Jessica Gonzalez of the 
National Hispanic Media Coalition. We are an organization, a non- 
profit organization that scrutinizes telecommunications policies 
through the lens of how they impact Latinos and other people of 
color. 

The question posed by today’s hearing is whether the Lifeline 
program is money well spent. I answer with a resounding yes. 

Lifeline has an important goal to ensure that all people have ac- 
cess to affordable communications. It is a treasured tool that 
achieves broad societal goals, such as upward mobility. It positively 
and directly affects our economy, employment, healthcare, public 
safety, strong families, civic participation, and education. 

The idea that we as a country should remove barriers so that all 
people can access communications is not a new one. In fact, the 
concept dates back to the Postal Act of 1792. Lifeline’s roots are in 
the Reagan FCC, which created Lifeline at the behest of a bipar- 
tisan group of Congressmen and Senators. In the Telecom Act of 
1996, Congress further codified the concept by establishing the 
Universal Service Fund, stating that consumers in all regions of 
the Nation, including low income consumers and those in rural, in- 
sular, and high cost areas, should have access to telecommuni- 
cations and information services. And in the aftermath of Hurri- 
cane Katrina, the Bush FCC used USF monies to support prepaid 
wireless service, and ensure that those displaced by the storm 
would stay connected. 

Lifeline now provides phone service to more than 15 million peo- 
ple. Who are these people? According to one provider, most of them 
have an annual household income of less than $15,000 per year. 
Nearly Vs are over the age of 55, and over Vs are disabled. 

Stories in the media of corporate abuse for profit have drowned 
out the voices of the very real people that use lifeline as a tool to 
improve their lives and move away from government assistance. I 
sit here before you this morning to tell their stories. 

The story of a disabled mother from Tennessee caring for a child 
with Down’s Syndrome who said it gives me peace of mind to know 
that I can pick up the phone and call for help. The story of a vet- 
eran and double amputee who uses wireless Lifeline to coordinate 
doctor’s appointments and communicate with family while away 
from home. A single father who was laid off, but secured a job in 
just a few months with his Lifeline. A pediatrician in Boston who 
treats fragile children living in shelters, in public housing, and on 
the streets. She can monitor those children because of wireless 
Lifeline service. A mental health therapist in Baltimore who ex- 
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plained that Lifeline could have helped the day that one of her 
third grade clients attempted suicide at school. His mother had no 
phone and was difficult to reach that day. 

I think you get the picture. The vast majority of Lifeline recipi- 
ents are grateful seniors, deserving veterans, and many folks who 
are going through the hardest times in their lives, facing job loss, 
illnesses, disability, and family tragedies. For these people. Lifeline 
literally lives up to its name, and must continue. 

Speaking from personal experience, I used Lifeline about 10 
years ago after being laid off from my teaching job. I subscribed for 
a very brief period of time, but the media isn’t telling my story be- 
cause it isn’t sensational. I used Lifeline to enhance my education, 
and today I am an attorney, and I, like everyone else I know that 
has ever relied on a government service, was not flaunting it 
around town. In fact, if anything, I was embarrassed about it. I 
wanted to get off the assistance as soon as I could and never look 
back, and that is what I did until today when I realized that voices 
like mine are going unheard to the detriment of this important pro- 
gram. So yes. Lifeline is money well spent. 

Thank you, and I look forward to your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Gonzalez follows:] 
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Chairman Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, and members of the Subcommittee, thank 
you for inviting me to testify this morning about Lifeline. My name is Jessica Gonzalez, and I 
am the Vice President of Policy & Legal Affairs of the National Hispanic Media Coalition, a 27- 
year-old, non-profit, public interest organization that seeks to ensure that Latinos are employed 
at all levels of the media and telecommunications industries, combats negative stereotypes and 
promotes positive portrayals, and advocates for policies here in Washington, DC to prevent 
Latinos from being left behind in the new communications age. I am especially pleased to testify 
here today to testify in support of Lifeline - a program that we at NHMC have long recognized 
for its unique ability to deliver important tools to help our nation’s poor achieve prosperity.* 

The question posed by today’s hearing is whether Lifeline is “money well spent?” I 
answer with a resounding “yes.” This program, like some others that comprise the Universal 
Service Fund, continues to achieve one of the oldest and most enduring goals of this country; to 
ensure that all Americans have access to affordable communications services. By virtue of the 
service that it provides to poor families, Lifeline has a positive societal impact and makes us a 
stronger and more prosperous country. Research has shown that the benefits of Lifeline service 
crosscut many issue areas that Members of this body care deeply about - the economy, 
employment, healthcare, public safety, strong families, civic participation, and education - to 
name a few. When drilling down into each of these issue areas, it is impossible to miss the stories 
of individuals and families who are profoundly impacted by the modest, nine-dollar subsidy that 
Lifeline provides. 

In short, for the people that it reaches, the program is working precisely as intended. It 
removes economic barriers that prevent access to communications services and reaches the exact 

* 1 would like to thank my colleague, Michael Scurato, for assisting me with the researching and 
drafting of this testimony. 
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people that we all want to and must reach. Lifeline is sought in times of need and it gives each 
family invaluable tools to use to get back on its feet. It reaches people seeking employment, 
healthcare, an education, a safety net - and allows them to take control of their situation and help 
themselves. While this program has faced challenges as a result of the unique and evolving 
service that it provides, the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC” or “Commission”) has 
taken a number of concrete steps to reform any problem areas - steps that we believe will be 
effective if given the chance to work. Rather than be placed in the crosshairs, Lifeline should be 
nurtured and allowed to evolve as envisioned by statute. The few, bad corporate actors that have 
stolen from the program and, more importantly, from the poor families that it is helping, should 
be rooted out and punished. And, now that the ship is steadied, we should all examine ways to 
strengthen and evolve this program further, to ensure that it keeps up with the rapidly changing 
communications landscape. 

Background 

The idea that we, as a country, should remove barriers so that all people can access 
communications services is not a new one. In fact, it harkens back to some of our earliest 
principles - that we should be able to speak freely and assemble, that we should have a vibrant 
and unencumbered press, and that Americans should remain connected to one another so that we 
can exchange information and ideas. In fact, the idea of universal service can be traced back over 
200 years to the Postal Act of 1 792 which, w'hen signed into law by President George 
Washington, established the national Post Office, vastly expanded postal roads so that they could 
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connect all comers of the young country, and established exceptionally low postage rates for 
newspapers so that access to infonnation would be affordable.* 

At the beginning of the 20'*' century, the universal service principle was applied to 
fledgling telecommunications services. In fact, the principle is present in our first, sweeping 
piece of communications legislation, the Communications Act of 1 934. In establishing the 
Federal Communications Commission, Section 1 of that Act states that the new Commission 
should: 

...make available, so far as possible, to all the people of the United States, 
without discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin, or sex, 
a rapid, efficient, Nation-W'ide, and world-wide wire and radio communication 
service with adequate facilities at reasonable charges. . 

This concept endured throughout the regulated monopoly era and after the Bell System 
was broken up in the 1980s. And, throughout history, it has enjoyed enduring support from both 
Republicans and Democrats. In fact, Lifeline’s roots lie in the Federal Communications 
Commission under President Reagan, when the program was created at the behest of a bipartisan 
group of Members of Congress, including the esteemed Congressman Dingell,'* 

In 1 996, Congress further codified the universal service concept by establishing the 
Universal Service Fund in the Telecommunications Act of 1996.’ This Act, passed by a 
Republican majority Congress, included language stating that “[cjonsumers in all regions of the 
Nation, including low-income consumers and those in rural, insular, and high cost areas, should 


* See Richard R. John, How the Post Office Made America, N.Y. Times, Feb. 8, 2013, available 
at http://www.n\tii'nes.com/2013/02/09/opinion/ltow-the-post-office-made-ai'nerica.html . 
’47U.S.C. § 151. 

'* See Elspeth Reeve, The Obama Phone 's Roots in Government Deregulation, I'he Atlantic Wire, 
Oct. 2, 2012, available at http://'www.theatlanticvvire.com/politics/20 1 2/ 1 0/obaina-phone-roots- 
government-privatization/574 1 5/ . 

’ 47 U.S.C. § 254. 
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have access to telecommunications and information services.”^ The Act also defined “universal 
service” as “an evolving level of telecommunications services ... taking into account advances in 
telecommunications and information technologies and services.”’ In establishing the level of 
telecommunications services covered, the Act directed the Commission to consider new services 
using a number of factors, such as whether they are “are essential to education, public health, or 
public .safety” or whether they have “through the operation of market choices by customers, been 
subscribed to by a substantial majority of residential customers.”* For the first time, the Act also 
allowed wireless providers to participate. 

And, finally, to bring us to where we are today, in 2005, the FCC under the Bush 
Administration considered this evolving level of telecommunications services and planted the 
seed that would finally boost participation in Lifeline by allowing Lifeline funds to be used for 
prepaid wireless services.* In the aftemiath of Hurricane Katrina, the FCC used prepaid wireless 
services, paid for using the Universal Service Fund, to ensure that those displaced by the storm 
were able to stay connected to friends, family, and government services.'® The program was 
designed, at the time, to cut through the bureaucracy and allow eligible families to easily access 
these services. When it was expanded beyond those impacted by Hurricane Katrina, the 
streamlined process made it much easier for people to stay connected and the availability of 
prepaid wireless services increased Lifeline participation rates substantially." Unfortunately, the 


® 47 U.S.C. § 254(b)(3). 

’ 47 U.S.C. § 254(c)(1). 

*47 U.S.C. §§254(c)(l)(A)-(B). 

* See Reeve, supra note 4. 

'® Id. 

' U.S. Gov’t Accountability Office, GAO-1 1-11, Improved Management Can 
Enhance FCC Decision Making for the Universal Service, Fund Low-Income Program 
(2010); Democrats and Republicans alike identified increasing participation rates as a 
justification for expanding Lifeline to new services. See Statement of Kathleen Q. Abernathy, 
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relative ease with which providers were reimbursed for providing this subsidy caused some to 
exploit the program for personal gains. This type of exploitation is, ultimately, what led the FCC 
to institute a number of reforms to the program in recent years. 

In all. Lifeline provides phone service to more than 1 5 million Americans, and has the 
potential to provide service to millions more.'" Without Lifeline, a substantial number of these 
people, including many Latinos, would be left behind.'^ As 1 have demonstrated. Lifeline is 
constantly evolving and improving, and has undoubtedly provided a significant return on the 
investment. It should be allowed to continue on its current path. 

Lifeline Creates Societal Benefits 

Lifeline significantly strengths many facets of our society by providing poor families 
access to affordable communications services. By helping poor people stay connected, we are 
also advancing a number of other societal goals, such as enhanced education, better healthcare, 
getting people back to work, and ensuring public safety. I will focus on a few of these areas 
today. 

Economy 

The economic impact of connecting all Americans to affordable communications services 
is difficult to overstate. According to one estimate, a low-income household can generate 
hundreds of dollars of additional income each year, far beyond the amount of the subsidy alone. 


Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service: Petition of TracFone Wireless, Inc. for 
Forbearance from 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(1)(A) and 47 C.F.R. § 54.201 (i), CC Docket No. 96-45, 20 
FCC Red. 15095, 15107 (rel. Sept. 8, 2005). 

See Mignon Clyburn, Commissioner, FCC, Remarks at Consumer Assembly 2013: Challenges 
and Opportunities (Mar. 15, 2013) (“Clyburn Remarks”). 

Id 
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just by subscribing to Lifeline phone service."' By that measure, if all eligible households 
decided to take advantage of the program and acquire a Lifeline phone, it could result in almost 
$4 billion of new income for this country’s poor.'^ Essentially, the program would pay for itself. 

Employment 

Mobile phones have become an essential tool used by people to find employment or 

balance multiple jobs. This is particularly true where employment opportunities are unsteady or 

unpredictable. According to Georgetown Law Professor David Super: 

As the low-[wage] labor market comes increasingly to be dominated by 
contingent employment, this pattern is likely to become increasingly pronounced. 
Because many of these jobs offer wages at or near the federal minimum wage, 
bread-winners must work multiple part-time jobs to support their families even at 
a bare subsistence level. Coordinating their schedules on these various jobs often 
requires frequent telephone calls. The inability to receive timely a call from an 
employer can mean the loss of an opportunity to work a shift that has become 
available, potentially costing a low-income family a significant fraction of its 
weekly income.'^ 

The many pressures and obstacles facing poor workers can lead to attendance issues or 
the need for frequent breaks to communicate with childcare providers and the like. An employee 
who has his own mobile phone is able to make contact with his or her employer in the event of a 
commuting issue or contact others during a break. This can limit or mitigate negative situations 
and help an employee maintain his job. This also enables employees to demonstrate 
professionalism, even in the face of difficult situations, which could lead to opportunities for 
promotion or other forms of advancement.'^ 


Nicolas P, Sullivan, Subsidized Cell Phones Provide Significant Economic Gains for 
Poor and Near-Poor Amiercans 3 (Feb. 10, 201 1 ), mailable at 
http://www.newiTiiilenniumresearch.org/archive/NMRC Sullivan report 0210ll.p df. 

Comment of David A. Super, FCC WC Docket Nos. 11-42. 03-109. CC Docket No. 96-45. at 
2(filedNov. 7, 2011). 

" id at 3. 
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Public Safely 

The universal service concept has, perhaps, most frequently been promoted as a way to 
ensure that all Americans have a way to contact the authorities in the event of an emergency to 
preserve life and limb. Lifeline has, unequivocally, always advanced this goal. Wireless Lifeline 
services have taken another step towards fulfilling this role as individuals with mobile phones 
can report danger wherever and whenever it confronts them. For instance, the FCC has reported 
that almost 70 percent of 911 calls are placed using wireless phones.'* Given that statistic, it is 
not surprising that wireless Lifeline phones have increasingly provided this essential service to 
low'-income families. According to one provider of wireless Lifeline services, in the month of 
December 2012, in the state of Georgia alone, their customers placed 5,904 calls to 91 1, 3,197 
calls to non-emergency law enforcement, 1 5,085 calls to hospitals.'^ That is almost 200 
emergency calls to 91 1 per day, in one state, from the customers of one provider. If one were to 
extrapolate using that number to the rest of the country and to all Lifeline providers over the 
course of many years, it is difficult to fathom the number of lives that have potentially been 
saved because of this program. 

Lifeline Helps Real People 

Sometimes, here in Washington, it is easy to lose sight of the real people who are 
impacted by each and every policy decision. How'ever, Lifeline provides such a tangible benefit 
to so many people that even a cursory glance will reveal the importance of the program. 

As 1 mentioned earlier. Lifeline provides an important tool to families that need it the 
most. To be eligible for the $9.25 per month, one-per-household benefit, a family must be living 

'*911 Wireless Services, FCC, http://www.fcc.gov/guidesAvireless-9 1 1 -services (last visited Apr. 
23, 2013), 

Telrite Corporation, Ex Parte Presentation, FCC WC Docket Nos. 1 1-42, 09-197 (filed Apr. 17, 
2013). 
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at 135 percent of the poverty line or participate in another federal benefit program, such as the 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (“SNAP”), commonly known as food stamps.”® As 
Commissioner Clyburn shared with us in a recent speech, one major provider told her that its 
average Lifeline customer is a middle-aged grandmother, raising her grandchildren on only 
$12,000 per year.*' Taking a look at the customers of other Lifeline providers reveals a similar 
story and consistent themes, and reinforces the importance of providing basic, affordable 
communications service to all people. 

According to one major provider, 79 percent of its customers have a household income of 
less than $15,000 per year.®® Nearly a third are over the age of 55 and 36 percent are disabled.®® 
Three quarters of this provider’s customers do not have a landline at home and rely exclusively 
on their wireless Lifeline product.®"' And almost half have never had a wireless phone before.®® 

Another provider shared that 74 percent of its Lifeline customers are unemployed with 
many explaining that they use their Lifeline wireless phone to pursue employment.®* According 
to this provider, 20 percent of its Lifeline users are over the age of 66 and 10 percent are veterans 
of the U.S. armed services.®® Another recent survey of this provider’s Lifeline customers 


®® In the Matter of Lifeline and Link Up Reform and Modernization, Federal-State Joint Board 
on Universal Service, Lifeline and Link Up, Advancing Broadband Availability Through Digital 
Literacy Training, WC Docket No. 1 1 -42, CC Docket No. 96-45, WC Docket No. 03- 1 09, WC 
Docket No. 12-23, Report And Order And Further Notice Of Proposed Rulemaking, 27 FCC Red. 
6656, f 14, 22 (rel. Feb. 6, 2012) (“Lifeline Reform Order”). 

®' Clyburn Remarks. 

®® Sprint, Ex Parte Presentation, FCC WC Docket No. 11-42 (filed Apr. 10, 2013) (“ April Sprint 
Ex Parte”). 

-Md 

-Ud 

Id. 

®* TracFone Wireless, Inc., Ex Parte Presentation, FCC WC Docket Nos. 11-42, 03-109 (filed 
Apr. 5, 2013) (“TracFone Ex Parte”). 

®®M 
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revealed that 86 percent did not have an Internet connection at home, and 90 percent didn't have 
broadband Internet access, further increasing their reliance on their Lifeline phone service."* 

Still another provider shared that 47 percent of its Lifeline customers are over the age of 
50 and 13 percent are veterans."^ Less than 10 percent of this provider’s customers are employed 
on a full time basis.*® 

For these individuals and families, the modest $9.25 subsidy goes a very long way. For 
families living at this level of poverty, every single dollar counts in the struggle to provide basic 
necessities such as food, clothing, and shelter. The Economic Policy Institute estimates that it 
costs a family of 3 (two parents, one child), living here in the District of Columbia, $4,314 per 
month to provide their family with necessities such as housing, food, and healthcare.*' However, 
at the 1 35 percent poverty level, which is the top end for income-based eligibility for Lifeline, a 
family of 3 only earns $26,366 per year or almost $2,200 per month.** Many lifeline providers 
have reported that the households they serve earn significantly less.** It is evident that the gulf 
between what people in poverty need and what they can obtain is huge. To suggest that people 
would be able to afford basic communications services without Lifeline demonstrates a lack of 
understanding of the plight of these families. 


** Comments of TracFone Wireless, Inc., NTIA Docket No. 0907141 1 37-05 (filed Nov. 30, 
2009), available at 

http:,t/www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/broadbandgrants/cominents/rfi2/TracFone%20- 
%20CoiTiments%20to%20NTl A%20and%20RUS%20sent%20 1 1 -30-09.2.p d f . 

*’ TAG Mobile, E.x Parte Presentation, FCC WC Docket No. 1 1 -42 (filed Apr. 1 7, 2013). 

*“ Id 

*' Basic Family Budget Calculator, Economic Policy Institute, 
http://www.epi.org/resoiirces/budget/ (last visited Apr. 23, 2013). 

^"2013 Poverty Guidelines, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, U.S. 
Dep’t of Health and Human Services, http://aspe.hhs.gov/povertv/l3povertv.cfiTi (last visited 
Apr. 23,2013). 

** See April Sprint Ex Parte, supra note 22; TracFone Ex Parte, supra note 26. 
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A snapshot of individual Lifeline subscribers reveals a number of striking stories. 
Commissioner Clyburn shared a story, in recent remarks, about an elderly woman in 
Massachusetts who was able to use her Lifeline mobile phone after a car accident to get the 
urgent medical attention that the needed. Without Lifeline, she would not have had a phone. 
Stories like this abound in the record before the FCC and throughout news outlets across the 
country.^** 

For instance, in its most recent order reforming Lifeline, the Commission highlighted a 
submission that it received from a disabled mother from Tennessee caring for a child with Down 
Syndrome.^^ The woman said, “It gives me peace of mind to know that I can always call for 
help."'"’ 

One provider submitted a collection of video testimonials to the record at the FCC, 
including a number stories and expressions of gratitude.^’ One customer, a veteran who is also a 
double amputee, explains how Lifeline allows him to coordinate his many appointments with his 
doctors and check in with his family when he is away from home.^* Another man recently 
diagnosed with colon cancer and given only a few months to live said that without a Lifeline 
phone he would be unable to stay in touch with the only family he has, his 88-year-old mother.^* 


34 

35 

36 

37 


Clyburn Remarks at 2, 

Lifeline Reform Order at fn. 30. 

Id. 

Nexus Communications, Ex Parte Presentation, FCC WC Docket No. 1 1 -42 (filed Apr. 1 8, 


2013). 

See The Other Side of Lifeline, 

httD:/Avww.voutube.com/watch?v=ICTRe8ululw&feature=voutu.be (last visited Apr. 23, 2013). 
Id. 
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Another provider submitted a story about a single father of two children, including one 
child with special needs, who was laid off and able to secure a new job in just a few months 
using his Lifeline phone.'*'’ He stated; 

I was unemployed for an extended amount of time due to layoffs. The phone and 
service 1 received from [my Lifeline provider] were invaluable to my finding new 
employment and to my efforts to recover from this recession. It allowed me to 
contact potential employers and provide a way for them to respond to me, while 
also saving money. Assurance also gave me peace of mind that I had a way to 
stay connected to my kids while away from home.'" 

Comments submitted to the FCC by a number of consumer groups that serve low-income 
families contained a number of valuable perspectives, including one from a pediatrician at 
Boston Medical Center. Dr. Genevieve Freer described her interactions with low'-income patients 
and families, including many who would be unreachable and unable to meet the medical needs of 
their children without Lifeline service: 

Lack of access to phone service can have an immediate and deleterious impact on 
my patients’ health. For my patients living in shelter, public housing, on the street, 
or doubled up, cell phones are my only way to maintain contact with them. This is 
critically important for my most medically complex patients who require intense 
coordination of care with multiple subspecialties, which necessitates frequent 
phone calls to arrange appointments, studies, and procedures. In the absence of a 
reliable mode of contact, these patients miss essential care and suffer 
unacceptable health repercussions. 

For example, a medically complex two year old with congenital heart disease, 
developmental delay and failure to thrive needs phone service to enable her 
parents to arrange for medical transport, delivery of special formula, and 
communicate with the pharmacy about medications. Furthennore, I need to be 
able to contact her family to be able to monitor her symptoms and to ensure 
medications are being taken as prescribed. When 1 cannot reliably contact 
vulnerable fragile patients like this one, medications are administered incorrectly, 
significant symptoms are missed, and serious, avoidable complications result.*' 


Sprint, Ex Parte Presentation, FCC WC Docket No. 11-42 (filed Mar, 21, 2013). 

Id. 

*’ Comments of Consumer Groups, FCC W'C Docket Nos. 1 1-42, 03-109, CC Docket No. 96-45 
at 1 8 (filed May 25, 20 11). 
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Finally, in response to a recent front-page article" about Lifeline in the Washington Post, 

one reader sent a letter to the editor detailing her perceptions of the program. The reader works 

as a mental health therapist in Baltimore schools and detailed the dangers that ensue w'hen 

parents are not reachable, particularly for the students that she helps. She shared: 

1 will never forget the day when one of my third-grade clients attempted suicide at 
school. His mother had no phone, so we had to call a neighbor to get her so that 
the child could be taken to the hospital without us filing an emergency petition, 
which would have meant having him removed from school in handcuffs by 
uniformed police. We reached her after about an hour of trying. The next time he 
had a psychiatric emergency at school, we were unable to explain the urgency of 
the situation to the neighbor without violating the family’s privacy, and she 
wasn't willing to let the mother use her phone. The mother was not reached until 
after the police removed the boy from the school.^'' 

The people who rely on Lifeline phone service certainly cannot be categorized within the 
moniker of “waste, fraud, and abuse.” They are grateful seniors, deserving veterans, and many 
folks who are going through some of the hardest times of their lives - job losses, illnesses, 
disability, family tragedies - and who are thankful to be able to take advantage of this modest 
benefit to obtain a tool that they w'ouldn’t otherwise have so that they can pull themselves back 
to prosperity. 


Lifeline Has Been Reformed 

It is also important to note that many of the recent reforms implemented by the FCC are 
just now starting to take effect and they impose a number of very strict requirements on 
subscribers and providers alike in order to ensure that waste, fraud, and abuse is mitigated. For 


Karen Tumulty, 'Obama phones ’ subsidy program draws new scrutiny on the Hill, The Wash. 
Post, Apr. 9, 20 1 3, available at http://www'.washingtonpost.com/Dolitics/obama-phones-siibsidv- 
program-draws-new-scrutinv-on-the-hill/20l3.''04/Q9,''50699d04-a061-l Ie2-be47- 
b44febada3a8 storv.html . 

Letter to the editor, When answering a cry for help requires a phone call. The Wash. Post, Apr. 
14, 2013, available at http://articles.washingtonpQst.eom/2013-04- 
l4/opinions/38537697 1 lifeline-phone-baltimore-schools . 
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instance, customers must now provide documentation of eligibility prior to approval of their 
application and they must re-certify their eligibility each year. During the application process, 
information, such as date of birth, partial social security number, and address, must be furnished 
to the provider to ensure that multiple benefits are not being received. These new requirements 
have already resulted in many individuals being de-enrolled, creating substantial savings for the 
fund. Unfortunately, it seems that many of these de-enrollments occurred because consumers 
failed to fill out and submit the new paperwork in a timely fashion, meaning that many families 
that relied on the program were likely dropped unnecessarily. 

Providers of Lifeline service also face a number of new obligations. First, they must now 
clearly disclose whether services being offered are a federal Lifeline benefit. Providers must also 
inform consumers that they are only allowed one Lifeline phone per household. The provider 
must de-enroll customers who don’t use their Lifeline phone for 60 days. And finally, an officer 
of the company must also certify compliance with a number of rules, under penalty of perjury, 
prior to receiving any reimbursement. A national duplicates database is also currently under 
construction and it should be rolled out within the year."'^ 

We believe that the FCC has taken effective steps to curb waste, fraud, and abuse in the 
program, in fact, in certain instances, we believe that the FCC’s reforms may make it more 
difficult for eligible customers to participate in the program. More can certainly be done. For 
instance, NHMC has long advocated for minimum standards among wireless Lifeline products, 
so that customers have the minutes that they need to remain connected throughout the month. In 


See Lifeline Refonn Order, 
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any event, we do not believe that the program can be effectively evaluated without giving the 
new reforms an opportunity to serve their intended purposes.'** 

Finally, it is important to note, once again, that bad actors that seek to defraud this 
program arc, above all else, harming poor people who want to participate by siphoning money 
away from those that need it the most. This is more a reflection of the darker side of human 
nature, rather than the mismanagement of the program and the FCC has begun to aggressively 
enforce its new rules so that wrongdoers are held responsible. We strongly oppose any waste, 
fraud, or abuse that would be found in Lifeline. However, we also feel very strongly that 
eliminating or curtailing the program would be an unmitigated disaster for our nation’s poor. 

Conclusion 

To conclude, I once again offer a resounding "yes” to the question posed today of 
whether Lifeline is money well spent. We are all better off when we care for those in need. 
Lifeline provides a unique tool to these families, one they wouldn’t have otherwise, which allows 
them to improve their own situation. Thank you, again, for the invitation to testify this morning. I 
look forward to your questions. 


See Id. 
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Summary of the testimony of 
Jessica J. Gonzalez 

before the United States House of Representatives, Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
Subcommittee on Communications and Technology regarding 
The Lifeline Fund: Money Well Spent? 

April 25,2013 


Background 

• The concept that all Americans should have access to affordable communications 
services dates back more than 200 years. 

• Lifeline’s roots lie in the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) under the 
Reagan administration in the 1980s. 

• Lifeline was codified and expanded in the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

• Participation rates grew after the FCC, under the Bush Administration, expanded Lifeline 
to prepaid wireless services ~ shortly after Hurricane Katrina. 

• Lifeline now provides phone service to more than 1 5 million Americans. 

Lifeline Creates Societal Benefits 

• By providing poor families with an important tool, phone service, the Lifeline program 
creates societal benefits. 

• By one estimate. Lifeline could create billions of dollars in income for poor families. 

• Lifeline phones, particularly wireless products, are important tools that poor people use to 
find employment and balance multiple jobs. 

• Lifeline phones, particularly wireless products, arc incredibly important to public safety 
as they allow people to reach the authorities in emergencies. 

Lifeline Helps Real People 

• Lifeline helps real people; many in the middle of very difficult circumstances. 

• Lifeline serves grateful seniors, deserving veterans, people seeking employment, health 
services, educational tools and trying to provide for their families. 

• One customer is a disabled mother from Tennessee caring for a child with Down 
Syndrome, who said “It gives me peace of mind to know that I can always call for help.” 

• Another is a veteran and double amputee, who uses Lifeline to coordinate his doctors’ 
appointments and check in with family when away from home. 

• One is a man with only a few months to live, who said that without his Lifeline he would 
be unable to stay in touch with his 88-year-old mother. 

• Another is a single father who was laid off but secured a new job in just a few months 
using his Lifeline phone. 

• Finally, a pediatrician in Boston, who treats patients living in shelters, public housing and 
on the streets, recognizes the value of the program. She can monitor those children 
because of Lifeline cell service. 

Lifeline Has Been Reformed 

• The FCC implemented strict, wide-ranging, and effective reforms to Lifeline in the past 
few years. 
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Mr. Walden. We appreciate your testimony, and look forward to 
coming back with some questions, I am sure, from all — to all the 
panel members. 

We will now go to Mr. Geoff Feiss, who is the General Manager 
of the Montana Telecommunications Association. Mr. Feiss, we are 
glad to have you here today as well. Please go ahead with your tes- 
timony. 

STATEMENT OF GEOFF FEISS 

Mr. Feiss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure and it is 
an honor to he invited to testify. 

Rural telecommunications providers are pleased to support the 
Lifeline program. We strongly endorse the principles of Universal 
Service, which are aimed at ensuring that all Americans have ac- 
cess to advanced communications services no matter where they 
live, and regardless of their income. The Lifeline program not only 
is the law, it is good policy. The program has been successful in en- 
abling low income Americans to share in the many benefits of ac- 
cess to vital communications services. 

It is well known that the progress has suffered from exponential 
growth in recent years. While other Universal Service program 
funding has been flat over the years. Lifeline support exploded 
from $800 million to $2.2 billion in just a few years, almost entirely 
because of a rapid influx of prepaid wireless providers into the pro- 
gram. The number of wireless Lifeline providers grew from 41 in 
2004, to nearly 700 today. 

The contribution factor has grown commensurately because of 
what Senator McCaskill terms “the wireless explosion.” Continued 
growth of the Lifeline program threatens to jeopardize the integrity 
of the Universal Service Fund itself, including essential support for 
broadband investment in our Nation’s schools and libraries, rural 
healthcare facilities, and high cost communities. 

The FCC last year took important steps to mitigate waste, fraud, 
and abuse that plagued the program by releasing the Lifeline re- 
form order. The savings attained by the order are substantial. 
What would have been a $2.4 billion Lifeline demand at the end 
of 2012 was reduced to $2.2 billion, and the savings continue to 
come in. In fact, it appears that the Lifeline program funding may 
be less than $2 billion in 2013. 

But there is an end to these anticipated savings. While most of 
the savings from the reform order will have heen achieved by the 
end of this year, there are many factors that threaten to put the 
program back on a growth path. For example, at least some portion 
of subscribers who were de-enrolled at the end of 2012 can be ex- 
pected to reenroll in 2013 because they neglected to recertify dur- 
ing the recertification period. 

Second, the eligibility base has been expanded substantially to 
include several new programs. In Montana, at least anecdotally, we 
are seeing considerable growth in subscrihership as the result of 
this expanded eligibility. 

Third, if broadband access becomes a permanent part of the pro- 
gram, we can expect further growth in demand. 

Fourth, only about 55 percent of those consumers who are eligi- 
ble for Lifeline service actually subscribe. It may be unreasonable 
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to expect 100 percent participation, but it is not unreasonable to 
anticipate greater growth. 

And finally, states and the FCC continue to designate Lifeline- 
only prepaid wireless providers as eligible to receive Lifeline sup- 
port. There are two such applications in the pipeline and Montana 
alone. 

I submit that the program continues to offer considerable finan- 
cial incentives for prepaid wireless providers to enter the market. 
First, while the FCC has made it a priority to transform Universal 
Service to support broadband investment, they have waived the re- 
quirement that Lifeline providers make any investment in facilities 
at all. Senator Pryor has called for the elimination of support for 
what he calls these “virtual networks.” 

Second, the second financial incentive attracting prepaid wireless 
Lifeline-only providers to the program is found in the level of sup- 
port that these providers receive. That is, prepaid wireless Lifeline- 
only providers receive $9.25 per subscriber, regardless of what it 
costs to provide service. Since these providers can offer their Life- 
line service for free, it is reasonable to assume that $9.25 is more 
than enough to cover their costs. And by the way, there is nothing 
in the law that defines comparable rates as free. 

The Lifeline support mechanism, in my opinion, is similar to the 
identical support mechanism in the high cost program. When the 
level of identical support for competitive carriers reached $1 billion, 
half the amount of the Lifeline program, the FCC froze high cost 
identical support in 2008, and the Universal Service reform order 
released at the end of 2011, the FCC eliminated identical support 
altogether, saying that the level of support received under the 
mechanism “bears no relation to the efficient cost of providing mo- 
bile service.” 

I believe the same logic applies to the amount of support pro- 
vided to prepaid wireless Lifeline-only providers in the Lifeline pro- 
gram. Thus, I suggest that the FCC could eliminate the Lifeline 
identical support mechanism. The FCC either could make Lifeline 
support cost-based for prepaid wireless providers, or it could estab- 
lish a default benchmark level of $3 per subscriber. Providers could 
submit cost data to the FCC, demonstrating why $3 is insufficient. 
A $3 benchmark could save the Lifeline program as much as $1 bil- 
lion, while saving the same number of — while serving the same 
number of qualified low income consumers. Or, if the program were 
capped at today’s level of around $2 billion, the Lifeline program 
would have room for considerable future growth in low income 
subscriber ship, and/or expansion of the program to include 
broadband access. Thus, any further growth of the program would 
be curtailed without putting additional pressure on the contribu- 
tion factor or jeopardizing the other goals of Universal Service. 

Thanks again for the opportunity to testify. I look forward to any 
questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Feiss follows:] 
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Before the United States House of Representatives 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 

“The Lifeline Fund: Money Weil Spent?” 

Testimony of Geoffrey A. Feiss, General Manager 
Montana Telecommunications Association 

April 25, 2013 

Summary 


The Lifeline Program successfully implements the Telecommunications Act’s goal of 
ensuring that “consumers in all regions of the Nation, including low-income 
consumers... have access to telecommunications and information services... that are 
reasonably comparable to those services provided in urban areas and that are 
available at rates that are reasonably comparable to rates charged for similar 
services in urban areas.” 

Rural telecom providers are proud to play a prominent role in delivering Lifeline 
service to qualified low-income consumers. 

The Lifeline Program has suffered from exponential growth in recent years which 
almost entirely is attributable to an influx of prepaid wireless providers providing free 
wireless service. Lifeline support grew from $800 million to $2.2 billion in just a few 
years, while finding in other programs remained relatively flat. Similarly, the number 
of wireless providers grew from 41 in 2004 to nearly 700 today. Continued growth in 
the Lifeline Program could jeopardize the integrity of universal service in general, 
including vital support for our nation’s schools and libraries, rural health care 
providers and high cost rural broadband investment. 

MTA commends the FCC for implementing a number of substantial and effective 
reforms last year under the Lifeline Reform Order, which aimed at curtailing waste, 
fraud and abuse in the Lifeline Program, 

Despite the savings achieved by FCC’s reforms, there is reason to believe that the 
savings may bottom out in the near future, and the Lifeline Program may return to a 
pattern of continued growth. Most of the Lifeline Reform Order’s savings have been 
implemented. Moreover, the level of support for prepaid wireless providers — 
combined with a waiver of facilities-based service — appears to create financial 
incentives for continued entry of prepaid wireless providers into the Lifeline “market.” 

MTA suggests that more can be done to optimize efficiencies in the Lifeline 
Program: 

• The Lifeline Program is the only universal service program that has not been put 
on a budget. It’s time to put the program on a budget. 
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• The Lifeline funding mechanism resembles the “identical support” mechanism in 
the High Cost Program, which the FCC has eliminated because high-cost 
identical support “bears no relation to the efficient cost of providing mobile voice 
service.” Thus, MTA recommends that Lifeline support for prepaid wireless 
providers should be cost-based. Alternatively, the FCC could establish a 
benchmark support level of $3 for prepaid wireless providers, and wireless 
providers could provide to the FCC cost data demonstrating why $3 is 
insufficient. 

MTA’s recommendations could save the Lifeline Program as much as $1 billion 
while serving the same number of qualified low-income consumers. Or, if the 
program were capped at today’s level, MTA’s recommendation would provide room 
for considerable future growth in low-income subscribership. 

I. Introduction 


MR. CHAIRMAN and members of the Committee, it is an honor to be invited to 
testify before you today. My name is Geoff Feiss, and I am the General Manager of the 
Montana Telecommunications Association (MTA), which represents small and large, 
commercial and cooperative, national and local incumbent telecommunications providers 
serving commercial and residential consumers of Montana with a full spectrum of advanced 
telecommunications services. Montana’s rural telecom providers employ over 1,000 
Montanans and have deployed over 20,000 miles of fiber optic facilities in the state to 
deliver advanced telecommunications services in many cases to as much as 100% of their 
consumers — in a state where the average number of households per square mile is less 
than four. 

I am also a member of the board of directors of the Universal Sen/ice Administrative 
Company (USAC), which administers the federal universal service program, including 
Lifeline. (Please note, however, that I am testifying today in behalf of MTA, and not USAC.) 

It is my pleasure to discuss the federal universal service Low Income Program, 
otherwise known as the Lifeline Program. All of MTA's members are proud to offer Lifeline 
service to qualified low-income consumers, including Tribal members, in Montana. The 
Lifeline Program continues to facilitate valuable access to vital telecommunications 
services for to low-income consumers. MTA and it members fully embrace the benefits of 
the Lifeline Program and its foundation in the principles of Universal Service as provided in 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996: 
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Consumers in all regions of the Nation, including low-income consumers and those 
in rural, insular, and high cost areas, should have access to telecommunications and 
information services ... that are reasonably comparable to those services provided in 
urban areas and that are available at rates that are reasonably comparable to rates 
charged for similar services in urban areas . 47 U.S.C. §254. (Emphasis added.) 

While MTA fully supports the policy and principles underlying the Lifeline Program, 
we are concerned that despite recent reforms implemented by the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC), additional efficiencies can be attained to preserve 
scarce universal service resources. If the Lifeline Program returns to it’s recent growth 
pattern, it could undermine the integrity of the universal service fund in general, including 
the Rural Health Care Program, the Schools and Libraries Program and the High Cost 
Program. 

The Lifeline Program is the only universal service program that has no budget. The 
Rural Health Care Program is limited to $400 million annually; the Schools and Libraries 
Program is budgeted at $2.25 billion, with an inflation adjustment that puts it at $2.33 
billion;^ and High Cost at $4.5 billion. When the FCC released the Lifeline Reform Order 
last year (1/31/12), commissioners stated that the Commission would take a look in early 
2013 to see how and whether the reforms adopted by the Order affected the program and 
would put the program on a budget at that time. 

After evaluating the impact of today’s fundamental overhaul of the program and 
addressing key issues teed up in the Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 
including the appropriate monthly support amount, the Commission will be in a 
position to adopt a budget for the program in early 2013 .^ fEmohasis added.) 

It’s time to put the Lifeline Program on a budget and make sure that recent reforms 
in fact keep futuregrowth in the program checked. MTA offers several recommendations in 
this regard. 


' Annualized, based on $583.81 2Q13 USAC demand projection. 

^ Statement of FCC Chairman, Julius Genachowski. Lifeline Reform Order, FCC 12-11. 

Rel. February 6, 2012. p.288. 
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II. Background : 

The dramatic growth of the Lifeline fund is well documented. The Lifeline Program 
“hovered" between $600 and $800 million annually from 1996 to 2004. Then prepaid 
wireless providers discovered the mechanism and flooded the market, in what Sen. 
McCaskill describes as the “wireless explosion.” As of the beginning of 2013, the program 
spent $2,2 billion. 

in 2004, there were 41 competitive (i.e., non-incumbent) Lifeline providers. Today 
there are nearly 700. Of the total Lifeline support disbursed in 1 Q1 3, nearly 80% (or $1 .45 
billon) went to wireless providers, many of whom own no facilities and do little more than 
market resold services and handsets to consumers. While the rate of growth of Lifeline 
funding and new wireless providers entering the market appears at least temporarily to be 
slowing, the FCC and states continue to approve new Lifeline-only applications for 
designation as “eligible telecommunications providers” (ETCs), which enables them to 
receive Lifeline support. To my knowledge, no application for Lifeline-only ETC designation 
has been denied anywhere in the U.S. Thus, the door to the Lifeline program is hardly 
closed, and it appears that many new wireless providers clearly continue to see value in 
rushing through it. Moreover, the FCC has waived study area and facilities requirements 
that apply to all other ETCs; this is why it is that most of these Lifeline-only ETCs can 
merely resell existing service. In other words, prepaid wireless ETCs do not deploy any 
new telecommunications infrastructure, contrary to the FCC’s intention to transform 
universal serve into a broadband deployment program. 

From a “demand” perspective, growth of the Lifeline program since 2008 has been 
the most significant source of growth in the universal service contribution factor, which is 
15.5% as of 2Q13. That means that most consumers are paying a fee of 15.5% of their 
long distance (interstate) telecom bills. The good news is that the current contribution 
factor is down from 16.1% in the previous quarter (1Q13); and that is down even further 
from an all-time high of 17.9% in 1Q12, just prior to the FCC's Lifeline Reform Order 
reforms. 

The bad news is that the contribution factor is 15.5%. As noted above, the reason, 
from a demand perspective, that the contribution factor remains high is almost entirety 
attributable to the demands of Lifeline program, since the other components of universal 
Subcommittee on Communications and the Internet 4 
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service have been relatively flat, if not declining. (The other primary reason for growth in 
the factor is the declining base of interstate telecommunications revenues, which is why 
contribution reform is another important, but lingering, issue that needs to be addressed.) 

While the FCC’s Lifeline Reform Order successfully has achieved substantial 
savings in the Lifeline Program, there are reasons to be concerned that the Lifeline 
Program will return to a pattern of growth, which threatens to put increasing pressure on 
the Universal Service Fund. Further reform, therefore, is necessary. 

The FCC announced earlier this year that its Reform Order resulted in “savings” of 
$213 million by year-end 2012.^ This is true, to an extent. These savings “reduce” the 
Lifeline fund to $2.2 billion from $2.4 billion. For example, the Lifeline Reform Order 
eliminated the Link-up program, except for Tribal low-income consumers. The Link-up 
program subsidizes the cost of installing service. It was growing exponentially. Link-up 
support demand (the amount given to Lifeline providers) had doubled in four quarters from 
$23.51 million in 3Q11 to $46.11 million in 2Q12. The FCC even questioned whether some 
Lifeline providers were charging the Lifeline Program for Link-up support for installation 
charges that they would not otherwise have charged consumers but for the subsidy they 
could receive from the Lifeline Program."’ By eliminating Link-up support for all but Tribal 
consumers, the demand for Link-up support plummeted from a high of $46.1 1 million in 
2Q12 to $0.23 million in 4Q12.® 

Similarly, the Commission launched an in-depth data validation (IDV) initiative in 
201 1 with USAC to identify and eliminate duplicate support, whereby consumers receive 
Lifeline-supported service from more than one provider. The IDV initiative — which 
continues today — has identified an average of 10% of all Lifeline subscribers as duplicate 
subscribers. Overall, the initiative is on track to save a total of over $200 million of Lifeline 
support. 


■’ “Wireline Competition Bureau Issues Final Report on Lifeline Program Savings Target. 

WC Docket No. 11-42. DA13-130. Rel. January, 31, 2013. 

■' See discussion of the Link-Up Program in the FCC's Lifeline Reform Order (FCC 12-11, 

Rel. Feb. 6, 2012) Hlf 240-254. For example, “Providing support for half of a ‘customary’ 
charge up to a flat $30 amount creates incentives tor carriers to set their customary charge 
at $60 In order to maximize their draw from the program...” (f247.) 

’ $0.05 million in 1Q13. $0.18 million in 2Q13. 
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The Lifeline Reform Order also required all Lifeline providers to re-certify 100% of 
their Lifeline subscribers by the end of 2012. As a result of the recertification process, 
some Lifeline providers de-enrolled as many as 50% of their Lifeline subscribers by the end 
of 2012.® USAC does not yet have data verifying or refuting how many of the de-enrolled 
subscribers will have in fact re-enrolled in 2013, but it appears that the recertification 
process overall may result in a 29% overall de-enrollment of Lifeline subscribers. At least 
some of the de-enrolled subscribers may re-enroll in 2013. In other words, the year-end 
2012 "snapshot” of savings attributable to decertification may be inflated. 

Further, the Lifeline Reform Order’s “one-per-household" rule has yet to be fully 
implemented. One can expect additional savings to be attained upon implementation of 
this rule this year. 

By and large, however, the savings that the Lifeline Reform Order aimed at attaining 
largely have been attained. That is, the savings have mostly “bottomed out,” It is more 
likely that the “dip” in the growth of Lifeline support is going to reach is low water mark in 
2013, and then begin to climb again. 

A number of factors point to the potential for returned growth in demand on the 
Lifeline fund. For example, the Reform Order broadened the eligibility criteria for qualifying 
low-income subscribers.^ Moreover, Lifeline support is being expanded to include 
broadband access. Currently, broadband expansion is a pilot program; but If the pilot 
program grows into a permanent feature of the Lifeline Program, one can assume further 
demand on the Lifeline fund. Further, only about 55% of eligible low-income consumers 


Spencer Ante. "Millions Improperly Claimed U.S, Phone Subsidies. Wall Street Journal . 
February 1 1 , 201 3. “A review of five top recipients of Lifeline support conduced by the FCC 
for the Journal showed that 41% of their more than six million subscribers either couldn’t 
demonstrate their eligibility or didn’t respond to requests for certification." In Montana, as 
many as 50% of lifeline subscribers were de-enrolled by the end of 2012 as a result of 
subscribers' failure to re-certify their Lifeline eligibility. 

’’ Eligibility is based on household income at or below 135% of Federal Poverty Guidelines, 
or participation in one of the following federal assistance programs: Medicaid; Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), formerly known as Food Stamps; Supplemental 
Security Income (SSI); Federal Public Housing Assistance; Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance Program (LIHEAP); National School Lunch Program’s free lunch program; and 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). Low-income consumers living on Tribal 
lands may also qualify by participation in one of several additional assistance programs: 
Bureau of Indian Affairs general assistance; Tribally-administered TANF; or Head Start (only 
those meeting its income-qualifying standards). 
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currently are served by the Lifeline Program, according to USAC. It may be unreasonable 
to assume that the Lifeline Program will reach 100% of all consumers who are eligible; but 
it is not unreasonable to assume that there is considerable room for more growth in 
subscribership. Finally, there are more Lifeline-only ETC applications in the pipeline. In 
Montana alone, there are two such applications pending Public Service Commission 
designation. Given states’ and the FCC’s lenience in approving Lifeline-only ETC 
designations, there is no reason to believe that more designations are not pending 
approval. Indeed, the FCC encourages more ETC applications by waiving facilities and 
study area requirements, not to mention providing financial incentives for prepaid wireless 
providers to enter the market, as discussed further below. 

In summary, as Sen. Claire McCaskill pointed out last month, “the FCC in early 2012 
enacted reforms aimed at addressing waste, fraud and abuse in the [Lifeline] program. 
These efforts resulted in the program coming in $214 million under its projected cost in 
2012. But, in real dollars, the program still grew from $1 .75 billion in 201 1 to $2.2 billion in 
2012 — a staggering increase of 26% in one year.’’® While the Lifeline Reform Order may 
continue to have a positive effect on diminishing the rate of growth of the Lifeline Program, 
the savings from the Order are likely to bottom out in 2013. Demand for Lifeline support is 
likely going to return to its former growth path. Moreover, since Lifeline is the only universal 
service element that is not on a budget, its growth will directly affect the contribution factor. 
And since the contribution base continues to shrink in the absence of substantive 
contributions reform, any growth in Lifeline demand necessarily will increase the 
contribution factor, thereby putting all universal service programs in jeopardy. 

III. Recommendations 


The Lifeline Program should be put on a budget, like the rest of the programs in the 
Universal Service Fund (Schools and Libraries, Rural Health Care, and High Cost) - none 
of which, again, have actually been growing to any significant degree. As noted above, the 
Commission indicated that it would implement a Lifeline Program budget when it adopted 


* McCaskill Amendment #484. S.Con.Res.8. March 22, 2013. 
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the Lifeline Reform Order a year ago.® One option is to cap the Lifeline Program at the 
year-end 2012 level of $2.2 billion. As discussed below, this would be a less-than-optimal 
solution, as it would lock in waste and inefficiency that currently continue to affect the 
Lifeline Program. Alternatively, as discussed below, the Lifeline fund can be reduced from 
its current level by reducing the amount of support per prepaid wireless subscriber without 
reducing the total number of Lifeline subscribers. (I should note that I do not recommend 
imposing a statutory cap on the Lifeline Program or on any of the universal service 
programs for that matter. Rather, the FCC should be encouraged to continue exploring 
ways to improve efficiency in the Program while adhering to the statutory principles of 
universal service. In short, the FCC should have the flexibility to adjust its rules as 
circumstances dictate.) 

In addition to the general recommendation to put the Lifeline Program on a budget, a 
variety of proposals has been proffered by Members of Congress. For example, Sen. Tom 
Coburn proposed an amendment to the FY2014 Budget Resolution to collect a $5 
participation fee from the Lifeline Program’s 16.5 million participations, saving over $82 
million, according to his analysis.'® “However, if the fee decreases fraud and abuse in the 
program by even 3%, savings could be over $127 million total,’’ according to Sen. Coburn's 
statement. 

There is nothing in statute or rule that mandates that Lifeline service should be free. 
In fact, the statute provides that Americans should have access to “comparable” service at 
comparable rates. Sen. Coburn’s proposal therefore makes sense for a number of 
reasons. Assuming the participation fee were remitted back to the Lifeline fund (i.e., not to 
providers), it could help sustain the fund’s financial viability and reduce pressure on the 
contribution factor. A fee would more reasonably meet the “comparable rates” provision of 
the Telecommunications Act. And, as Sen. Coburn noted, it “would both promote self- 
sufficiency and root out rampant waste, fraud and abuse.” 


’ Ironically, the FCC put the horses in front of the cart when it released the Lifeline Reform 
Order. The Commission issued reforms first, with the intent to review the effects of its 
reforms before determining an appropriate budget for the program. It would have been far 
less disruptive if the Commission had proposed reforms to the high cost program fist, and 
then determined an appropriate budget subsequently. 

Coburn Budget Amendment #413. March 22, 2013 
Subcommittee on Communications and the Internet 8 
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By comparison, wireline Lifeline consumers pay around $16 for their Lifeline- 
discounted service, assuming the average local wireline rate is around $25. Thus, by 
requiring some minimal lifeline service rate ttiat subscribers pay, the Commission could 
create a disincentive for abuse and could stretch the Lifeline dollar even further. 

Sen. Mark Pryor, Chairman of the Communications, Technology and the Internet 
Subcommittee of the U.S, Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation, 
recommends “the following immediate steps to further reform Lifeline and restore faith in 
the program: 

• Eliminate the participation of prepaid wireless providers and other mobile virtual 
network operators in the Lifeline program... 

• Place a hard cap on the amount of Lifeline support that the universal service 
program should fund each year. That cap should be set far below the current 
$2.2 billion “budget" for the program... 

• Freeze new [ETC] certifications for participation in the Lifeline program until the 
FCC’s Inspector General can conduct an immediate investigation into all Lifeline 
provider certification programs... 

• Study the effectiveness of the current Lifeline discount system and the actual 
cost to low-income Americans for prepaid wireless service as compared to 
traditional wireline service. 

MTA concurs generally with Sen. Pryor’s recommendations.'^ For example, as 
noted herein, the FCC has encouraged the wireless explosion in part by waiving any 
facilities requirements for Lifeline-only competitive ETCs, These “virtual network 
operators,” as Sen. Pryor calls them, have little if any investment in broadband 
infrastructure. Congress or the FCC might reconsider the facilities waiver, and provide 
Lifeline support only to facilities-based providers. 

Moreover, It is interesting to note the parallels between the current situation facing 
the Lifeline Program and the similar circumstances that beset the universal service high 
cost program only a few years ago. Early in the last decade, competitive — primarily 
wireless — ETCs flooded the High Cost Program. High-cost support ballooned by $1 billion 
in just a few years. When the level of support to competitive ETCs reached $1 billion — 


" Sen, Mark Pryor. Letter to FCC Chairman Julius Genachowski. March 13, 2013. 

See also letter from Congressman Steve Stockman to FCC Chairman, Julius 
Genachowski, March 8, 2013. “[Wje urge the FCC to take prompt action to constrain growth 
of the Lifeline program by setting a budget in the same vein as has for other aspects of the 
USF program, and by taking meaningful steps to set more proper incentives for carrier 
participation in the program than exist in the current version.” 
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half of the level of support that the Lifeline Program now demands — the FCC put a cap on 
competitive ETC support.’^ The Commission found that 


growth has been due to increased support provided to competitive ETCs, 
which receive high-cost support based on the oer-line support that the 
incumbent LECs receive, rather than on the competitive ETCs' own costs . 
While support to incumbent LECs has been flat since 2003, competitive ETC 
support, in the seven years from 2001 through 2007, has grown from under 
$17 million to $1.18 billion - an average annual growth rate of over 100 
percent. We find that the continued growth of the fund at this rate is not 
sustainable and would require excessive (and ever growing) contributions 
from consumers to pay for this fund growth.''* (Emphasis added.) 


In short, the Commission found that the amount of support that competitive ETCs 
were receiving had no relationship to the cost of providing service. While wireline high-cost 
support is based on providers’ cost of providing service, competitive ETCs were receiving 
“identical support,” the same level of per-line support that wireline providers received, 
without consideration of their cost of providing service. 

The FCC’s “Transformation Ordef''^ adopted in 201 1 finds that the amount of high- 
cost support that competitive ETCs receive “bears no relation to the efficient cost of 
providing mobile voice service.” The Order continues to state that the amount of support 
received by competitive ETCs cannot “reasonably [be] calculated to be sufficient but not 
excessive for universal service purposes.”'® (Emphasis added.) Thus, the Transformation 
Order phases out competitive ETC support altogether. 

Lifeline support, particularly for prepaid wireless providers, resembles the high-cost 
“identical support” which the FCC has eliminated. The FCC concluded that identical 
support had contributed to the “ballooning" of high-cost universal service support. As noted 
above, when the competitive ETC support reached $1 billion, the FCC capped the program 
in 2008, and eventually eliminated it in the Transformation Order. Yet, unlike wireless 


" “CETC Order.” WC Docket No. 05-337; CC Docket No. 96-45. FCC 08-122. Rel. May1, 
2008. “In this Order, we take action to rein in the explosive growth in high-cost universal 
service support disbursements...” HI. 

“• Id. p. 

" "Transformation Order.” WC Docket Nos. 10-90; 05-337; et al. FCC11-161. Rel. 
November 18, 2011. 

'“Id. HH 504, 510. 
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competitive ETCs under the high-cost program, wireless competitive ETCs under the 
Lifeline Program invest practically nothing in infrastructure; and they have ballooned the 
Lifeline support fund by substantially more than $1 billion — the amount of support at which 
the FCC put the brakes on high-cost support for competitive ETCs. 

The Lifeline dollar can be stretched significantly further so that lifeline support can 
reach the same, if not more, eligible consumers, while shrinking the size of the Lifeline 
fund. The Lifeline Program runs in much the same way as the high-cost identical support 
mechanism. Ail Lifeline providers get $9.25 of Lifeline support per subscriber, regardless of 
what it costs to provide Lifeline service. The $9.25 support level is based on wireline costs, 
not wireless, particularly not prepaid wireless costs. In fact, the Lifeline Program originally 
was established to help mitigate the effects of the subscriber line charge (SLC) — which 
wireless providers never incurred. That is, the amount of lifeline discount has no analogous 
counterpart in the prepaid wireless ecosystem, where SLCs never existed. 

As currently structured, the amount of per-subscriber Lifeline support appears to 
create a financial incentive for wireless providers to rush into the Lifeline Program. The fact 
that Lifeiine-only competitive ETCs can offer prepaid wireless service for free, and the 
number of Lifeline-only competitive ETCs has ballooned to 700 in only a few years, leads 
one to surmise that at least in part the wireless explosion is attributable to a generous 
support mechanism which “bears no relation to the efficient cost of providing mobile voice 
service” or cannot “reasonably [be] calculated to be sufficient but not excessive.”''’ 

So, to the extent that Lifeline support resembles identical support, specifically as it 
applies to prepaid wireless providers, MTA recommends removing the financial incentives 
which attract the prepaid wireless providers and turn the Program into a business plan. 

This can be done in one of two ways. The FCC could make wireless Lifeline support cost- 
based. Rate of return ETCs, such as those MTA represents, receive high-cost support 
based on their cost of providing service. These companies must produce detailed financial 
reports to the FCC and USAC and are subject to robust industry scrutiny and audits by 


" Prepaid wireless ETCs not only can offer their service for free, but they face no 
comparability standard with regard to the quality of service they offer. While most wireless 
calling plans include unlimited minutes, for example, prepaid wireless Lifeline-only ETCs 
offer a limited number of minutes for free, and charge subscribers for running over their 
limits. 
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USAC and NECA. The FCC could require prepaid wireless providers to submit similar 
cost data by which a cost-based level of support could be determined. Or, the Commission 
could establish a “benchmark discount" level of support for prepaid wireless providers of, 
say, $3 or less.^® Given that prepaid wireless providers have little CAPEX (especially with 
no facilities requirements) and their OPEX is marginal, a $3 default benchmark is not 
unreasonable. If a prepaid wireless ETC objects to the $3 benchmark, it could appeal to 
the FCC with data demonstrating why it needs more than $3 of Lifeline support per 
subscriber. Otherwise, the benchmark rate would apply, 

A $3 support benchmark for prepaid wireless providers could reduce the current 
Lifeline Program by around $1 billion while serving the same number of eligible 
subscribers,’®’ (Or, reducing the level of per-subscriber support for prepaid wireless 
providers could “free up” additional resources to serve more eligible low-income 
subscribers if the Lifeline fund were capped at today’s level.) The “safe harbor” benchmark 
concept already is established. Wireless providers assess universal service fees are based 
on a “safe harbor” amount of interstate traffic. Carriers may appeal to the FCC if the safe 
harbor amount is inappropriate. To my knowledge, no provider has appealed the safe 
harbor rate. 

IV. Conclusion 


The Lifeline Program continues to fulfill an essential principle of universal service; to 
provide access to comparable telecommunications services to Americans, regardless of 
their economic circumstances. MTA member companies, and rural telecom providers 
across the nation, are proud to deliver Lifeline services to qualified low-income consumers 
throughout their service areas. The FCC has undertaken substantial and constructive 
reforms to weed out waste, fraud and abuse that have afflicted the Lifeline Program. MTA 
commends the FCC for implementing these reforms, and encourages Congress to work 


'* The FCC may need to undertake a general cost study to establish a national average 
prepaid wireless cost benchmark. 

Assumes 77% of all Lifeline support, or almost $1 .5 billion, is received by wireless ETCs, 
most of which are prepaid wireless Lifeline-only competitive ETCs. A two-thirds reduction in 
support (going from $9.25 per subscriber to $3 per subscriber) would reduce Lifeline support 
by about $1 billion. 
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with the FCC to continue the search for greater efficiencies in the Lifeline support 
mechanism. 

In this regard, MTA suggests that Lifeline support for prepaid wireless Lifeline-only 
ETCs resembles the “identical support” mechanism in the High Cost Program, which the 
FCC has eliminated. The FCC should put the Lifeline Program on a budget like all other 
universal service programs. Additionally, the Commission either could make Lifeline 
support a cost-based mechanism, like the high-cost mechanism, or it could establish a $3 
default Lifeline support benchmark level of support for prepaid wireless ETCs. With a $3 
default level of support for prepaid wireless Lifeline-only ETCs, the size of the Lifeline fund 
could be reduced while serving the same number of qualified low-income subscribers, and 
continuing to implement the Congressional policy of providing comparable service at 
comparable rates for qualifying low-income subscribers. (Or, the fund could be capped at 
today’s level and support even more subscribership.) And, any further growth of the 
Program would be curtailed without putting additional pressure on the contribution factor or 
jeopardizing the other goals universal service. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Geoffrey A. Feiss, General Manager 
Montana Telecommunications Association 
208 North Montana Avenue, Suite 105 
Helena, Montana 59601 
406-442-4316 
afeis s @telecomassn . org 


Subcommittee on Communications and the Internet 

Testimony of Geoffrey A. Feiss, Montana Telecommunications Association 

Lifeline Program. April 25, 2013 


13 



73 


Mr. Walden. Thank you, Mr. Feiss. We appreciate your com- 
ments and testimony. 

We will now turn to Mr. Christopher Guttman-McCabe, who is 
Vice President, Regulatory Affairs, CTIA — The Wireless Associa- 
tion. Welcome. 

STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER GUTTMAN-MCCABE 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. Thank you, and good morning. Chairman 
Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, and members of the sub- 
committee. On behalf of CTIA, I appreciate the opportunity to be 
a part of today’s conversation about the Lifeline program. 

Throughout its history, the Lifeline program has advanced the 
goal of ensuring that every American has access to telecommuni- 
cations services, and the wireless industry plays an increasingly 
vital role in furthering that objective. 

Nearly 3 decades after its creation and through an evolution 
shaped by Congress and FCC leaders from both parties, data dem- 
onstrates that Lifeline has been a critical component in the effort 
to expand telephone subscribership, particularly among those who 
live at or below the federal poverty level. But in spite of this 
progress, our work is not yet done. According to 2012 data from the 
Center for Disease Control, there are still several million American 
households that lack any phone service, something essential for full 
participation in the modern economy and the promotion of public 
safety. 

While the Lifeline program has played an important role in driv- 
ing penetration, its growth during the recent recession has led 
some to question its value and cause what has traditionally been 
a program with broad bipartisan support to become politicized. 
This is unfortunate and I would like to take a moment to clear up 
two common misconceptions that skewed discussions over the pro- 
gram. 

The first misconception about the Lifeline program is that it re- 
lies upon taxpayer funds. This idea has been repeated in the press 
and on talk radio with such frequency that it is simply accepted by 
many as true. It is not. The fact is that like all Universal Service 
programs. Lifeline is funded through levies imposed on providers of 
interstate telecom services. Wireless companies, wireline compa- 
nies, and VoIP providers contribute to the fund and generally re- 
cover those contributions from their end user customers. Funds are 
remitted not to the U.S. Treasury, but rather to USAC, an inde- 
pendent organization established by the FCC to administer the 
four USF programs. Congress appropriates no money for the fund, 
and monies collected and distributed by USAC do not impact the 
federal budget, the deficit, or the debt in any way. Because of that, 
increasing or decreasing the size of the Lifeline program, or any 
other component of the overall USF program, will not have an im- 
pact on the federal budget. 

The second frequent misconception about the Lifeline program is 
that it provides free cell phones to people. Some have taken this 
untrue assertion so far as to claim that government is subsidizing 
iPhones or will soon be subsidizing low income people with iPads. 
The reality is that some carriers provide a lower end device to eligi- 
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ble consumers. Lifeline support is attached only to the service, not 
to the devices. 

I hope you don’t take my pushhack on these points as a sugges- 
tion that we don’t take the efficient operation of the Lifeline pro- 
gram seriously, because we do. The fact is that wireless consumers 
provide nearly half the funds that are collected for USF, and thus 
CTIA’s members are very interested in assuring that all USF pro- 
grams are run efficiently and with full accountability. 

Because CTIA is committed to the responsible stewardship of the 
Universal Service Funds, we supported the FCC in its effort to 
enact new Lifeline accountability measures. These reform measures 
include rules eliminating Lifeline support for more than one con- 
nection per household, a new monthly usage requirement, new 
standards for determining Lifeline eligibility, and new require- 
ments for ETCs to review Lifeline subscribers’ eligibility, some- 
thing carriers previously were prohibited from doing. The FCC also 
committed to the creation of a database to prevent duplication of 
support across carriers in real time, as well as to create a nation- 
wide eligibility database to ensure that only qualified consumers 
receive benefits. We look forward to the completion of these two ef- 
forts. 

Going forward, CTIA believes that the most important step that 
can be taken to safeguard the program and prevent fraud is for the 
FCC’s 2012 reforms to be fully implemented. This is particularly 
true with respect to the creation of the duplicate and eligibility 
databases, which must be completed as expeditiously as possible. 

Over the nearly 3 decades since its creation, the Lifeline program 
has served an important purpose and enjoyed bipartisan support. 
CTIA is committed to working with the subcommittee and the 
Commission to advance this effort in a way that is technologically 
and competitively neutral and fiscally responsible. We believe this 
a laudable and attainable goal. 

Thank you. I look forward to your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Guttman-McCabe follows:] 
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Chairman Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, and members of the Subcommittee, on behalf of 
CTIA - The Wireless Association® (“CTIA”), thank you for the opportunity to speak with you 
today on the subject of the Federal Universal Service Fund’s Lifeline program. Throughout its 
history, the Lifeline program has helped advance the goal of ensuring that every American has 
access to telecommunications services and the wireless industry plays an increasingly important 
role in furthering that objective. CTIA looks to work constructively with the Subcommittee to 
ensure that the Lifeline program is run in an efficient, responsible manner so that it may continue 
to fulfill this mission. 

Today, my testimony will focus on three areas. First, I want to offer a brief history of the Lifeline 
program, and especially the wireless industry’s role in it. Second, 1 would like to dispel a few 
popular misconceptions about the program. Third and finally, 1 would like to offer CTIA’s views 
on the programmatic reforms recently adopted by the Federal Communications Commission. 

A Brief History of the Lifeline Program 

To understand where we are and how we got here, a brief history of the Lifeline program may be 
helpful. 

Under the leadership of Chairman Mark Fowler, the Lifeline program was created by the FCC in 
1985. Its purpose was to ensure that any increase in local rates that occurred following the break- 
up of the Bell System would not put local phone service out of reach for low-income households. 
The FCC was concerned that the implementation of a subscriber line charge would force low- 
income consumers to drop voice service, which, the FCC found, “had become crucial to full 
participation in our society and economy.” (2012 Lifeline Reform Order, at para. 12.) 

That notion - that access to telecommunications service is essential to full participation in our 
economy - led Congress to enact Section 254 of the Act as part of the Telecommunications Act 
of 1996, which includes specific universal service principles to ensure that low-income 
consumers have access to telecommunications service. The 1996 amendments also directed the 
FCC to consider “such other principles as the Joint Board and the Commission determine are 
necessary and appropriate.” Upon the recommendation of the Federal-State Joint Board, the 
Commission thus adopted rules that universal service support mechanisms should be 
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"competitively neutral" and “not unfairly advantage one provider, nor favor one technology.” 
(1997 Universal Service First Report & Order, at para. 364.) On this basis, the Commission also 
endorsed the Joint Board’s recommendation that “all eligible telecommunications carriers, not 
just ILECs, should be able to receive support for serving qualifying low-income consumers.” 
(Universal Service First Report & Order, at para.365,) 

In 2005, under the leadership of Chaimian Michael Powell, the Commission established a 
framework for the federal designation of wireless providers serving rural areas to quality as 
“eligible telecommunications carriers,” making them eligible for support from the high-cost 
fund. (2005 ETC Designation Order) Designation of wireless providers as ETCs was conditioned 
on the offering of Lifeline services to qualified low-income consumers. (2005 ETC Designation 
Order, at para. 17.) 

Later in 2005, the next major modernization of the Lifeline program occurred, when the FCC, 
under Chairman Kevin Martin, granted TracFone’s petition seeking forbearance from the 
statutory requirement that a carrier designated as an ETC for purposes of federal universal 
service support provide service, at least in part, over its own facilities. In evaluating TracFone’s 
petition, the Commission had to consider two different provisions of the Act. First, it had to 
consider the universal service goals embodied in Section 254, and second, it had to consider 
whether TracFone’s petition could satisfy all three prongs of the test for forbearance set forth in 
Section 10. The Commission ultimately concluded that the requirement that a Lifeline provider 
be facilities-based would impede greater provision of Lifeline services and that forbearance from 
the facilities requirement would promote competitive market conditions. As such, it granted 
TracFone’s petition in September 2005, noting that it would advance “the statutory' goal of 
providing access to low-income consumers.” (in the Matter of Federal-State Joint Board on 
Universal Service, Petition ofTracFone Wireless for Forbearance from 47 USC 214(e)(i) and 47 
CFR 54.20 1 (i), at para. 17.) This proved particularly timely, as it allowed for Lifeline supported 
service to be made available to people displaced by Hurricane Katrina. (“Wireless Carriers Mull 
Participation in Cellphone Plan for Katrina Evacuees,” TR Daily, October 27, 2005.) 

Nearly three decades after its creation, and through an evolution shaped by Congress and FCC 
leaders from both parties, data demonstrates that Lifeline has been a critical component in the 
effort to expand telephone subscribership (2012 Lifeline Reform Order, at paras. 15-16). 



78 


Testimony of Chris Guttman-McCabe 


April 25, 2013 


Since 1984, the year of the Bell System break-up and the year immediately before creation of the 
Lifeline program, telephone penetration has improved from 91.4% ofhouseholds to 95.9% of 
households in March 2012, the last period for which FCC data is available. (FCC’s 2012 
Monitoring Report, at Table 3.2) To some, an increase in the total penetration rate of 4.5% may 
seem small, but it, is in, fact a powerful accomplishment and equates to more than 5 million 
American households having - or not having - access to a telephone and thus a connection to 
emergency services, employers, health care providers, and family. 

The impact of the Lifeline program has been especially dramatic with respect to households with 
incomes of less than $10,000. Telephone penetration for those lowest income households 
increased from 80% in 1984 to 92% in 2012. And the gap in telephone subscribership between 
low income households and all households shrank from more than 1 1% to less than 4%. 


Telephone Penetration Among Households With Incomes of 
Less Than $10,000 Versus All Households 


lOO.OIS 
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Source: FCC Monitoring Reports 
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But in spite of this progress, our work is not yet done. According to 2012 data from the Centers 
for Disease Control, there are still several million American households that lack any phone 
service. 


Misconceptions about the Lifeline Program 

I’ve now had the opportunity to share with you a set of things that are comprised of facts: 1) the 
history of the Lifeline program and 2) what the program has accomplished. 

1 would now like to address things that are not based on facts - that is, several long-standing but 
non-factual misconceptions about the Lifeline program. 

Thank you for the opportunity to set the record straight. 

The first common misconception about the Lifeline program is that it relies upon taxpayer funds. 
This idea has been repeated in the press and on talk radio with such a frequency that it is simply 
accepted by many as true. But repeating a falsity does not make it true. 

Here are the facts; The Lifeline program, like all USF programs, is funded through levies 
imposed on providers of interstate telecommunications services. Wireless companies, wireline 
telephone companies, and VOIP providers contribute to the fund and generally recover those 
contributions from their end-user customers. Funds are remitted not to the U.S. Treasury, but 
rather go to the Universal Service Admini.strative Company, an independent, not-for-profit 
organization established by the FCC to administer the four universal service programs. 

Universal service contributions collected and distributed by USAC do not impact the Federal 
budget, the deficit, or the debt in any way. Congress appropriates no money for the fund and, 
because of that, increasing or decreasing the size of the Lifeline program, or any other 
component of the overall universal service program, will not impact the federal budget. 

The second frequent misconception about the Lifeline program is that it provides “free cell 
phones” to people. Some have taken this untrue assertion so far as to claim that the government 
is .subsidizing iPhones or will soon be providing low-income people with iPads. While Apple 
might be happy to have the added business, the reality is that Lifeline subsidies, which are set at 
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$9.25 per month for both wireline and wireless service, only support services, not devices. 
Smartphones and tablets are not included in the Lifeline program, which is generally offered on 
2G/3G spectrum with a low-cost or no-cost device provided by the carrier, generally from a very 
limited selection of phones. Sprint’s Assurance® Wireless affiliate, for instance, offers a single 
device - the Kyocera Jax - for use by Lifeline customers. TracFone’s Safelink Wireless® 
provides only two options -with its Lifeline offering. 

The FCC’s Recent Reforms and Beyond 

With a mission as important as Lifeline, it's vital the program be run efficiently with full 
accountability. 

CTlA’s members have a very significant interest in ensuring that the full range of universal 
service programs are administered in a responsible manner that prevents waste, fraud, and abuse. 

Because CTIA and its members are committed to the responsible stewardship of Lifeline funds, 
we supported the FCC in its efforts to enact new Lifeline accountability measures in 2011 and 
2012. These reform measures include rules eliminating Lifeline support for more than one 
connection per household, new standards for determining Lifeline eligibility, new requirements 
for ETCs to review Lifeline subscribers' eligibility (something carriers previously were 
prohibited from doing), a new monthly minimum usage requirement that is intended to ensure 
that support is awarded only in instances that will actually benefit low-income consumers, a 
requirement that providers annually recertify the eligibility of their Lifeline subscribers, rigorous 
audit requirements, the creation of a database to prevent duplication of support across carriers in 
real time, and a commitment to create a nationwide "eligibility” database to ensure that only 
qualified consumers receive benefits. The FCC also eliminated subsidies that had been called 
into question, including toll limitation support and LinkUp support outside of tribal areas. 
Collectively, these reforms have brought, and should continue to bring, new efficiency and cost 
savings to the Lifeline program. 

Before addressing whether additional reforms are needed, let me be clear that CTIA believes the 
most important step that can be taken to safeguard the program and prevent waste, fraud and 
abuse is for the FCC’s 20 1 2 reforms to be fully implemented. This is particularly true with 
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respect to the creation of the national duplicate database. No consumer should “double dip” from 
the Lifeline program and CTIA fully supports the Commission’s effort to develop an automated 
national duplicate database to prevent these abuses. 

The implementation of a duplicates database will fill a critical gap in the program’s regulatory 
structure, because while the FCC and USAC have implemented a state-by-slate in-depth data 
validation process through which Lifeline carriers’ customer lists are collected and compared by 
USAC for the purpose of identifying and resolving duplicates, these interim measures, robust as 
they are, are not a substitute for a fully automated, national database. Unfortunately, while the 
duplicates database w'as to be “operational as soon as possible and no later than a year from 
release of the Order,” (20 1 2 Lifeline Reform Order, at para. 1 85) the Commission has not yet 
completed its work on this project. This must be corrected as expeditiously as possible. 

CTIA also strongly supports the development of a national eligibility database, which we believe 
will be the most effective way to improve administration of the program because it will assign 
program functions to parties who are best able to perform them by placing eligibility decisions in 
the hands of appropriate government agencies. In the 2012 Lifeline Reform Order, the 
Commission directed “the Bureau and USAC to take all necessary actions so that, as soon as 
possible and no later than the end of2013, there will be an automated means to determine 
Lifeline eligibility for, at a minimum, the three most common programs through which 
consumers qualify for Lifeline.” (2012 Lifeline Reform Order, at para. 97) It is of the utmost 
importance that the Commission and USAC complete their work to create and operationalize the 
database this year. 

Notw'ithstanding last year’s reforms, questions have been raised about whether additional 
accountability mechanisms are necessary. In particular, it has been suggested that further 
enrollments in the Lifeline program should be frozen until the 2012 reforms are in place. CTIA 
believes it is neither necessary nor advisable to freeze the program, as doing so would deny 
legitimately eligible Lifeline subscribers from accessing the program. In addition to the 
aforementioned FCC/USAC interim measures to prevent duplication, applicants seeking to 
establish their eligibility for Lifeline service must provide documented proof of qualifying 
program participation or proof of qualifying income, and the FCC has committed to provide by 
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the end of this year an automated means of determining eligibility for the three most common 
programs through which consumers qualify for Lifeline. In states where a database of eligible 
customers exists, ETCs must check that database before any service is approved. The federal 
database solution will provide a more efficient means for carriers to verify program status and 
eligibility, but state-based solutions that are consistent with federal rules will play a useful role in 
the interim. 

Another reform suggestion is the idea that mobile virtual network operators, which offer service 
by reselling capacity procured from facilities-based wireless provider, should be precluded from 
providing Lifeline service. CTIA does not believe such a prohibition is appropriate, as it would 
unreasonably discriminate against a class of carrier solely on the basis of its business model and 
deny Lifeline consumers the full benefit of competition-driven value and innovation that 
characterize the mobile wireless market. MVNOs offering Lifeline service are subject to the 
same accountability requirements that apply to facilities-based providers, such as taking steps to 
avoid duplicate subscriptions, validating consumers’ eligibility to receive service, and 
compliance with the non-usage rule. As long as they comply with these obligations, MVNOs 
cannot be barred without violating the fundamental notions of competitive and technological 
neutrality that undergird not only universal service policy, but also competition policy generally. 

Still others have raised the .suggestion that Lifeline service should be subject to a cap. Unlike the 
universal service fund’s other components, which support carriers or institutions, the Lifeline 
fund is unique in supporting individuals only. While there w'as significant growth in the fund 
between 2008 and 2011, that growth correlated to increased demand for other social welfare 
programs during the economic dow'ntum. As the economy improves and the 2012 reforms are 
implemented, USAC’s projections regarding Lifeline demand have declined, alleviating pressure 
on the fund and diminishing the need for a cap. 

CTIA also is concerned about proposals to impose a co-payment obligation on Lifeline service, 
in January, the Georgia Public Service Commission voted to impose a $5.00 monthly service rate 
for all wireless Lifeline subscribers in Georgia. CTIA has challenged the Georgia PSC’s 
imposition of a mandatory co-payraent as inconsistent with Section 332(c)(3)(A) of the 
Communications Act, which expressly provides that “no State or local government shall have 
any authority to regulate the entry of or the rates charged by any commercial mobile service or 
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any private mobile service.” On its face, the imposition of a minimum charge by a stale 
indisputably regulates “the rates charged by any commercial mobile service,” and is thus 
preempted by Section 332(c)(3)(A). Accordingly, in the event that a minimum charge is 
contemplated, it must be done at the federal level, both because the states lack jurisdiction to 
impose such measures and because Lifeline is a national program. 

However, while acknowledging that the appropriate venue for discussion of a minimum charge is 
at the federal level, there is still belief among many CTIA members that a minimum charge is 
unnecessary and perhaps counterproductive. While a minimum charge of $5.00 per month may 
seem modest to members of the Subcommittee, it may represent a significant imposition for 
those who fall within the income threshold for Lifeline eligibility. Additionally, for those 
subscribers who do not have a bank account or credit of any sort, as is the case for a significant 
number of Lifeline subscribers, simply making a co-payment may be a challenge. And finally, 
for carriers to accept a co-payment, arrangements will have to be made with retailers and others 
to accept pajTnent, increasing the cost of program administration, with the likely effect that 
consumers will receive fewer minutes of use. 

Finally, notwithstanding the accountability measures imposed by the FCC last year, there are 
some who simply want to preclude wireless participation in the Lifeline program. CTIA believes 
proposals like H.R. 176 are incompatible with the idea that universal service policy should be 
technologically and competitively neutral, it has long been a central tenet of American 
telecommunications policy that every American should have access to telecommunications 
service, and proposals that would uniquely discriminate against wireless providers’ ability to 
participate in programs intended to achieve this objective are inconsistent with much of what this 
Subcommittee and the Commission have attempted to achieve over the last quarter-century. H.R. 
176 and proposals like it also ignore the fact that we are evolving from a wireline-centric to a 
wireless-centric nation and if policymakers are going to have a conversation about siinsetting the 
PSTN, that conversation will require that we identify ways to fill any gaps that its retirement 
might leave. With respect to Lifeline, wireless is the way to fill that gap. For these reasons, CTIA 
urges the Subcommittee to reject H.R. 1 76. 
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Over the nearly three decades since its creation, the Lifeline program has served an important 
purpose and justifiably enjoyed bi-partisan support. CTIA hopes this continues and we pledge to 
work with the Subcommittee, the Commission, and other interested parties to ensure that low- 
income Americans continue to have affordable access to basic telecommunications service. 
CTIA believes this objective can be accomplished in a way that is both technologically and 
competitively neutral and fiscally responsible, and we look forward to engaging with you to 
accomplish these objectives. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. If CTIA can provide any additional information 
you would find helpful, please let us know. 
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Mr. Walden. We appreciate your testimony as well. 

For our final witness today, we will go to Billy Jack Gregg, who 
is head of Billy Jack Gregg Universal Consulting. We appreciate 
your testimony. 

STATEMENT OF BILLY JACK GREGG 

Mr. Gregg. May it please the committee, as you have heard here 
this morning, there are two sides to the advent of prepaid wireless 
providers as part of Lifeline. On the one hand, prepaid wireless 
service has been the most successful measure ever adopted to ex- 
pand Lifeline service to low income consumers. On the other hand, 
prepaid wireless service has opened the door to numerous abuses 
and caused a rapid rise in the cost of the Lifeline program. Some 
states currently have more — have Lifeline subscribers far in excess 
of the eligible number of households. At the same time, other states 
have seen a decline in Lifeline subscribers, even though the num- 
ber of low income households has risen. 

[Slide shown.] 

The first slide you are looking at today shows graphically the in- 
crease in the low income fund since 2006. Prior to 2008, the line 
that you see went off to the left in almost a flat manner, but then 
beginning with 2009 with the advent of prepaid wireless service, 
we see the rapid escalation, almost a tripling to $2.2 billion. Vir- 
tually all of this increase has been caused by payments to prepaid 
wireless carriers. 

Currently, payments from the fund average 58 percent of its po- 
tential maximum size based on the number of low income house- 
holds in each state. However, Lifeline payments to the states vary 
widely. Six states currently receive more in low income support 
than the potential maximum indicated by the number of low in- 
come households in those states, and these are shown as — at the 
top of the slide. These states are Oklahoma, Maryland, Alaska, 
Louisiana, Arkansas, and Georgia. On the other end of the spec- 
trum, the six states at the bottom of the slide currently receive 
only 10 percent or less of their potential support: Montana, South 
Dakota, Nebraska, Colorado, Hawaii, and Wyoming. 

The greatest increase in Lifeline subscribership has occurred in 
Maryland. In the third quarter of 2009, there were only 6,504 Life- 
line subscribers in Maryland, representing only 2 percent of the eli- 
gible low income households in that state. By the third quarter of 
2012, the number of Lifeline subscribers in Maryland had risen al- 
most 100 fold to 645,000. Moreover, the current number of Lifeline 
subscribers in Maryland is almost double the number of low income 
households in the state, as shown by the graph. The dashed red 
line is the number of eligible low income households. The blue line 
is the number of Lifeline subscribers by quarter. I would note, how- 
ever, that in the last quarter shown that the number of subscribers 
drop by 100,000. This is the first quarter that the FCC’s reforms 
took effect. We can expect to see a continuation of this trend as the 
quarters progress. 

In spite of the nationwide increase in Lifeline subscribers over 
the past 3 years, the number of subscribers in 11 states actually 
declined, with the largest drop occurring in California, traditionally 
one of the largest recipients of Lifeline support. Over the past 3 
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years, California has lost almost half a million Lifeline subscrihers. 
At the same time, the number of low income households in Cali- 
fornia has risen by over 400,000. Once again, you can see the 
dashed red line is the number of eligible households, the blue line 
is the number of Lifeline subscribers. 

The FCC decisively addressed numerous flaws in the low income 
program in its 2012 Lifeline reform order. In order to build on the 
positive aspects of prepaid wireless Lifeline service, while at the 
same time guarding against further abuse of the system, the fol- 
lowing additional measures should be adopted. 

One, the low income fund must operate within a budget, like all 
the other constituent funds of the Universal Service Fund. 

Two, the overall budget for the low income fund should be com- 
posed of caps on support to individual states. If demand in a par- 
ticular state exceeds the cap, then payments to carriers in the state 
should be proportionally reduced to fit under the cap. 

Third, the FCC should conduct multiple pilot programs to deter- 
mine whether a required minimum contribution from Lifeline re- 
cipients is appropriate, and if so, at what level. 

Fourth, the FCC should explore ways to provide incentives for 
state involvement in providing Lifeline service to as many eligible 
customers as possible. 

Fifth, the Lifeline subsidies should be portable and recipients 
should receive the same level of subsidy, regardless of the service 
they choose: landline, post-paid wireless, prepaid wireless, or 
broadband. 

And finally, federal and state governments should continue to 
promote participation by the low income customers in the Lifeline 
program by removing barriers to participation and encouraging 
automatic enrollment. 

In order to continue the public policy success of the Universal 
Service Fund and the low income fund, we must continue to sup- 
port access, not excess. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gregg follows:] 
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My name is Billy Jack Gregg and 1 am the principal in a consulting firm located in Hurricane, 
West Virginia. I provide services in the areas of energy and telecommunications, with an emphasis 
on universal service, intercarrier compensation and broadband. Prior to my current position I was the 
Director of the West Virginia Consumer Advocate Division for 26 years, charged with the 
responsibility of representing West Virginia utility ratepayers in state and federal proceedings which 
affected rates for electricity, gas, telephone and water service. I have previously served as a member 
of the Board of Directors of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) and the 
Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service. 1 greatly appreciate the opportunity to testify at this 
legislative hearing on the challenges currently facing the Federal Universal Service Fund’s Low- 
Income Fund, more commonly known as Lifeline. 

I. Background 

The Lifeline program was created by the FCC in 1985 to increase low-income 
telecommunications subscribership and to ensure that higher local rates resulting from the break-up 
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of the Bell System and subsequent imposition of end-user access charges did not result in low- 
income consumers being forced off of the national telecommunications network. In 1 996 Congress 
enshrined universal service principles in the Telecommunications Act, and established the goals that 
telecommunications services should be available at "affordable” rates and that “consumers in all 
regions of the Nation, including low-income consumers ..., should have access to 
telecommunications and information services. . ..”' As a result, the Lifeline program was expanded 
and federal support for low-income customers increased. In 1999 the Low Income Fund provided 
benefits to 5 million low-income customers and paid out $479 million in support. By 2012 the 
number of Lifeline recipients had grown to 1 7 million and Low Income support had swelled to $2.2 
billion. Most of the growth in the Low Income Fund has occurred during the last three years. The 
most important issue facing the Low-Income Fund today is managing the growth of the Fund in a 
manner which minimizes opportunities for fraud, waste and abuse, but which also promotes full 
participation by beneficiaries and equity among the States. 

Between 1 999 and 2009, there were repeated state and federal efforts to increase customer 
participation in the Lifeline program. In spite of these efforts, the Fund did not grow substantially. 
A 2004 study by the FCC staff indicated that only a third ofeligible customers actually subscribed to 
Lifeline service." As part of these Lifeline promotion efforts, in 2005 the FCC approved a 
forbearance order that allowed pre-paid wireless carriers to become “eligible telecommunications 
carriers” (ETCs) for purposes of the Low Income Fund only.^ As a result of this decision, and the 
subsequent approval of pre-paid wireless carriers at ETCs in numerous states, the Low Income Fund 


47 use 254(b)(1) & (3). 

" In the matter of Lifeline and Link Up, WC Docket No, 03-109, “Report and Order and Further Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking,” FCC 04-87 (April 29, 2004), Appendix K, Table 1 .B. 

^ Petition ofTraefone Wireless, Inc. for Forbearance, CC Docket No. 96-45, “Order,” 20 FCC Red i 5095 
(Sept. 8. 2005). Traefone was conditionally granted ETC status in 2008 and began offering Lifeline service 
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simply exploded. 

As shown graphically below, payments from the Low Income Fund have soared from $823 
million in 2007 to $2,189 billion in 2012, an increase of 266%,“' 

GROWTH IN THE LOW INCOME FUND 
2006 - 2012 
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; $ 1,500 
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While the recession obviously was a factor, the increase in the size of the Low Income Fund 
has been caused primarily by growth in support payments to pre-paid wireless providers. In 2007 
there were no payments to pre-paid wireless providers. By the second quarter of 2012, payments to 
pre-paid wireless ETCs constituted 60% of the Low Income Fund.^ While Low Income Fund 


thereafter. TracFom Wireless, Inc. Petition for Designation as an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier in the State 
of New York, et al. . CC Docket No. 96-45, Order, 23 FCC Red 6206 {April 1 1 , 2008). 

4 

Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC), Annual Reports, 2007 & 2012. 

^ Based on data in USAC’s quarterly projections of USF demand for the second quarter of 2012, total 
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payments more than doubled in the five-year period between 2007 and 2012, payments from the 

other three funds that make up the Federal Universal Service Fund (USF) grew by only 6%. Set 

forth below are the disbursements from each ofthese fiinds in 2007 and 2012. 

CHANGE IN USF FUNDING MECHANISMS 
2007 - 2012 


USF Fund 

S Millions 

2007 

2012 

Change 

High Cost Fund 

4^86.7 

4.147.1 

-139.6 

Low Income Fund 

822.7 

2,189.5 

1,366.8 

Schools & Libraries Fund 

1,808-0 

2.218.2 

410.2 

Rural Health Care Fund 

37.4 

155.4 

118.0 

TOTAL 

6,954.8 

8,710.2 

1,755.4 


As can be seen, the growth in the USF since 2007 has been caused primarily by the Low 
Income Fund, which has grown by almost $1 .4 billion dollars. The other component funds of the 
USF have shown modest or negative growth during the same period and, more importantly, do not 
pose a long term threat to the sustainability of the USF. The Schools and Libraries Fund has been 
capped at $2.25 billion a year since its inception.'’ The Rural Health Care Fund has likewise been 
capped at $400 million a year, although annual expenditures have come nowhere near that level. The 
High Cost Fund, which was the primary factor in the growth of the overall USF between 1999 and 
2011, was finally capped by the FCC in 201 1 at $4.5 billion a year. The Low Income Fund is the 
only component fund of the USF that does not presently operate within an annual budget or cap. Not 
surprisingly, growth in the Low Income Fund has caused the overall size of the USF to increase, and 
raised the USF contribution factor paid by all Americans. 


projected demand for the Low Income Fund amounted to $622 million. Of this amount, $374 million went to pre- 
paid wireless providers, such as Tracfone, Virgin Mobile & Budget Prepay Inc. The second quarter of 20 1 2 was 
USAC’s last quarterly USF projection before the issuance of the FCC’s Lifeline Reform Order on January' 31, 2012. 
In the matter of Lifeline and Link Up Modernization^ WC Docket No. 1 1-42, "Report and Order and Further Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking,” FCC 12-U (Jan. 31, 2012) (hereinafter referred to as the "FCC Lifeline Reform Order”). 

Since 2010 the Schools & Libraries Fund cap has been allowed to grow based on an annual inflation 
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in. The FCC’s 2012 Reforms of the Low Income Fund 

As I said earlier, in the decade between 1999 and 2009 state and federal officials tried 
repeatedly to find ways to increase participation in the Lifeline program. Without a doubt, the advent 
of pre-paid wireless providers as Low Income Fund ETCs has been the single greatest success story 
in increasing low-income participation, boosting Lifeline subscribership far beyond levels anyone 
hoped imagine. The offer of free cell phones and free air time, coupled with the convenience of 
mobility, apparently made pre-paid wireless a very attractive product for low-income customers. 
From 2009 to 2012, Lifeline subscribership more than doubled - from 7.97 million to over 17 
million. 

Unfortunately, the increase in Lifeline subscribership wrought by the advent of pre-paid 
wireless offerings also had a flip side: reports surfaced of customers acquiring multiple free pre-paid 
phones from different providers; of carriers providing phones to multiple customers at the same 
address; of carriers receiving continued support for phones that were no longer active; and of 
ineligible customers acquiring Lifeline phones. In response to the unparalleled growth in the Low 
Income Fund and to the widespread reports of “gaming” of the support system, the FCC issued its 
Lifeline Reform Order on January 3 1 , 201 2, which substantially reformed the Low Income Fund and 
addressed some of its most obvious abuses. The FCC Order made the following changes in the Low 
Income Fund: 

• Procedures to verify eligibility for Lifeline w'ere streamlined and strengthened; 

• A national Lifeline eligibility database was established; 

• The one subsidy per household rule was clarified and confirmed; 

• The Link Up program was eliminated, except for facilities-based carriers serving 

factor. For the cuiTent funding year, the Schools & Libraries Fund is capped at $2,495 billion. 
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tribal areas; 

• Toll Limitation Service (TLS) was phased-out; 

• The federal Lifeline subsidy was made uniform throughout the nation; and 

• independent audit requirements were imposed on large recipients of Lifeline support. 
The reforms began to be implemented on April 1 , 20 1 2, and are being completely phased-in 

over the ne.\t two years. In its Order the FCC stated that it expected the reforms to save the Low 
Income Fund $2 billion over the next three years, including $200 million in 2012. A report released 
by the FCC’s Wireline Competition Bureau in January 2013 estimated that these reforms actually 
produced $213 million in savings during 2012.’ The FCC has also estimated that as a result of the 
reforms, the Low Income Fund will stabilize at $2.2 billion in 201 3, and then fall to approximately 
$2.0 billion in 2014.* 

IV. A Study of the Potential Size of the Low Income Fund 
Compared to Actual Payments 

As the FCC and interested parties study the effectiveness of the reforms to the Low Income 
Fund, it is prudent to look ahead to the potential size of the Low Income Fund under current rules 
and how Lifeline funds are currently distributed among the various states. In 201 0 in response to the 
rapid growth in the Fund beginning in 2009, I prepared a study of the potential size of the Low 
Income Fund at that time, and made recommendations on alternative methods of distribution of 
Lifeline funds.’ Based on U.S. Census Bureau data on low income populations, I determined the 


^ Wireline Competition Bureau Issues Final Report on Lifeline Program Savings Target. WC Docket No. 
1 1-42, Public Notice DA13-130 (Jan. 3 K 2013). 

^ FCC Lifeline Reform Order ^357, ftn. 96L 

^ Billy Jack Gregg, “Determining the Potential Size of the Cuirent USF Low Income Fund and a Proposal 
to Mitigate the Impact of Adding Broadband as a Supported Service” (Feb. 2010). This study was cited as part of 
the comments of the National Association of State Consumer Advocates (NASUCA) submitted to the Federal-State 
Joint Board on Universal Service in July 2010. “Comments of NASUCA in Response to Joint Board Request for 
Comnientf'CC Docket No. 96-45. WC Docket No. 03-109 (July 15, 2010), p. 4. 
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number of households at or below 135% of the federal poverty guidelines (FPG) in each state. The 
135% FPG level was used as a proxy for the total potential number of participants in the Lifeline 
program, because households with incomes at or below 135% FPG generally qualify for all of the 
welfare programs that confer eligibility for Lifeline support. In 2010 the total potential size of the 
Low Income Fund appeared to be $2.5 billion and payments from the Fund stood at 48% of the 
potential size of the F'und. 

This spring i updated my 2010 study to see what changes had occurred in the three-year 
interval during which the overall size of the Low Income Fund more than doubled, from 
approximately $1 billion to $2.2 billion. I have attached a copy of the updated study to my written 
testimony. Set forth belovv are several highlights from the update; 

• The number of households in the United States increased by 4%, while the number of 
households at or below 1 35% of FPG increased by 1 3.5%, obviously reflecting the impact of 
the recession; 

• The number of Lifeline subscribers more than doubled, from 7.97 million to 1 7.06 million; 

• In spite of the doubling of Lifeline subscribers, going-forward, non-tribal Lifeline support 
has only increased by 46%; 

• Because of the increase in low-income households, the potential size of the Low Income 
Fund has risen from $2.5 billion to $2.97 billion; and 

• Payments from the Fund increased to 58% of its potential maximum size. 

Even though payments from the Fund average 58% of its potential maximum size, payments 
to the states vary widely. Six states currently receive more in Low Income support than the potential 
maximum indicated by the number of households in those states with income at or below 135% of 
FPG, as shown in the table below. 
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Total Potential 
Federal Support 
$000 

Total Adjusted 
Federal Support 
$000 

Difference 

$000 

Actual As 

% of Potential 

Support 

Oklahoma 

$35,106 

$75,924 

$40,818 

216.27% 

Maryland 

$33,764 

$59,893 

$26,129 

177.39% 

Alaska 

$5,155 

$6,105 

$950 

118.43% 

Louisiana 

$55,329 

$62,501 

$7,172 

112.96% 

Arkansas 

$35,334 

$39,263 

$3,929 

111.12% 

Georgia 

$102,551 

$108,257 

$5,706 

105.56% 


On the other end of the spectrum, six states currently receive only 10% or less of their 
potential support based on the number of low-income households. 



Total Potential 
Federal Support 
$000 

Total Adjusted 
Federal Support 
$000 

Difference 

$000 

Actual As 

% of Potential 
Support 

Montana 

$11,523 

$1,221 

($10,302) 

10.60% 

South Dakota 

$7,765 

$777 

($6,988) 

10.01% 

Nebraska 

$13,130 

$1,299 

($11,831) 

9.89% 

Colorado 

$41,470 

$2,314 

($39,156) 

5.58% 

Hawaii 

$9,433 

$413 

($9,020) 

4.38% 

Wyoming 

$4,422 

$193 

($4,229) 

4.36% 


The greatest increase in Lifeline subscribership occurred in Maryland. In the third quarter of 
2009, there were only 6,504 Lifeline subscribers in Maryland, representing 2% of the eligible low- 
income households in that state. By the third quarter of 20 1 2 the number of subscribers in Maryland 
had risen almost a hundredfold to 645,840. The current number of Lifeline subscribers in Maryland 
is almost double the number of low-income households in the state, as shown in the graph below. 
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LIFELINE SUBSCRIBERS IN MARYLAND 
2009 - 2012 
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It should be pointed out that subscribership in Maryland peaked at 745,712 in the second 
quarter of 2012. In the third quarter of 2012 ETCs began implementing the new FCC rules on 
verification of Lifeline eligibility, which resulted in a decline of 1 00,000 in the number of reported 
Lifeline subscribers in only one quarter. As time goes on, we can expect the number of Lifeline 
subscribers in Maryland to continue to decline until it approximates the number of low-income 
households. 

In spite of the nationwide increase in Lifeline subscribers over the past three years, the 
number of subscribers in eleven states actually declined, with the largest drop occurring in 
California, traditionally one of the largest recipients of Lifeline support. This data is shown in the 
table below. 
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Lifeline Subscribers 

Difference 

000 

2013 

000 

2010 

000 

California 

1,455 

1,947 

(492) 

Alaska 

55 

73 

(18! 

Texas 

873 

888 

(15) 

South Dakota 

7 

16 

(9) 

North Dakota 

12 

19 

(7) 

Nebraska 

13 

19 

(6) 

Idaho 

23 

28 

(5) 

Montana 

11 

16 

(5) 

Vermont 

19 

23 

(4) 

Hawaii 

4 

5 

(1) 

Wvominci 

2 

3 

(1) 


The drop in subscribers in California was apparently caused by the state’s implementation of 
annual verifications of continued customer eligibility for Lifeline as required by an earlier FCC order 
concerning the Low Income Fund.'“ Over the past three years, California has lost almost half a 
million Lifeline subscribers; at the same time the number of low-income households in California 
has risen by over 400,000. 


In the matter of Ufeline and Link Up, WC Docket No. 03-t09, “Report and Order and Further Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking,” FCC 04-87 (April 29, 2004), fl33-36. 
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LIFELINE SUBSCRIBERS IN CALIFORNIA 
2009 - 2012 
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Obviously, more work needs to be done on the Low Income Fund to make it more accessible 
to customers that are eligible for its benefits, while at the same time creating proper incentives and 
safeguards against fraud, waste and abuse. 


V. Recommendations 

In order for the Low Income Fund to be sustainable in the long-term, it must be administered 
efficiently to achieve the statutory goal of providing low'-income consumers access to 
telecommunications and information services. To this end, I have several recommendations. 

• First, like the other constituent funds of the USF, the Low' Income Fund must operate 
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within a budget. This budget can be reviewed and adjusted periodically by the FCC 
based either on an inflation factor or on changes in the number of low-income 
households. 

• The overall budget for the Low Income Fund should be composed of caps on support 
to individual states. The caps should be based on the number of low-income 
households within each state, plus a 5% buffer to account for imprecision and lag in 
data. Caps will prevent individual states from drawing down more support than can 
be justified by the number of potential eligible Lifeline recipients. 

• As with the operation of similar caps imposed on the High Cost Fund, if demand in a 
particular state exceeds the cap, then payments to ETCs would be proportionately 
reduced to fit under the cap. 

• The FCC should conduct multiple pilot programs to determine w'hether a required 
minimum contribution from Lifeline recipients is appropriate, and if so, at what level. 
While having some “skin in the game” normally evokes more rational economic 
behavior, chronically low subscribership rates for Lifeline indicate that barriers of 
any type discourage low-income customers from participating in the Lifeline 
program. For all their faults, it cannot be denied that the Lifeline offerings of pre- 
paid wireless ETCs which provide free phones and usage have been the most 
effective way to get low-income customers enrolled in the Lifeline program and 
connected to the national telecommunications network. 

• The FCC should explore ways to encourage state involvement in providing Lifeline 
service to as many eligible customers as possible." By establishing a uniform federal 

^ ^ The Tenth Circuit has previously ruled that universal service is a joint undertaking involving both the 
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Lifeline benefit of $9.25/month and eliminating the requirement for state 
contributions in order to draw down matching support, the FCC refonn order may 
have had the unintended consequence of eliminating incentives for states to 
contribute to support of low-income customers. For example, Colorado has recently 
eliminated its state low-income program, in part because of the perception that the 
federal USF is now going to pay for the entire cost of low-income 
telecommunications support.’" Reinstating state matching requirements in order to 
draw down supplemental federal support would be entirely appropriate.'^ 

• The Low-Income program should continue to focus on the customer rather than the 
carrier. Lifeline recipients should receive the same level of subsidy regardless of the 
service they choose - land line, post-paid wireless, pre-paid wireless or broadband. In 
this way, competition and the market choices of customers will continue to drive the 
evolution of Lifeline service offerings. 

• Federal and state governments should continue to promote participation by low- 
income customers in the Lifeline program by removing barriers to participation and 
encouraging automatic enrollment. The adoption of a budget and imposition of state 
specific caps may actually encourage additional states to allow entry of Lifeline-only 
ETCs since the fund would be protected from unexpected, runaway growth. 

As it is with all of the support mechanisms that make up the Universal Service Fund, so it is 
with the Low-Income Fund: the limited resources of the fund must be properly distributed and 

federal and state governments. The Court stated: “...[TJheFCCmay not simply assume that the slates will act on 
their own to presen'e and advance universal seivice. It remains obligated to create some inducement - a 'carrot' or a 
'stick,' for example, or a binding cooperative agreement with the states - for the slates to assist in implementing the 
goals of universal service.” Q»'est Corp. v, FCC, 258F.3d 1 191, 1204(10* Cir. 2001). 

See. Colorado Senate Bill 13-194, enacted April 1, 2013. 

In the attached study, I have included such a proposal for joint federal-state support of Lifeline which 
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targeted to carry out the purposes of the Act. In order to continue the public policy success of the 
Universal Service Fund, we must continue to support access, not excess. 


allows matching funds from the states to draw down supplemental funds from the federal USF. 
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Summary of Testimony of 
Billy Jack Gregg 
Universal Consulting 
Hurricane, West Virginia 

Before the 

Communications & Technology Subcommittee 
Energy & Commerce Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
April 25, 2013 

There are two sides to the advent of pre-paid wireless service as a part of Lifeline. On 
the one the hand, pre-paid wireless service has been the most successful measure ever adopted to 
expand Lifeline service to low-income consumers. On the other hand, pre-paid wireless service 
has opened the door to numerous abuses and caused a rapid rise in the cost of the Lifeline 
program. Some states currently have Lifeline subscribers far in excess of the eligible number of 
households. At the same time, other states have seen a decline in Lifeline subscribers even 
though the number of low-income households has risen. 

The FCC decisively addressed numerous flaws in the Low Income program in its 2012 
Lifeline Reform Order. In order to build on the positive aspects of pre-paid wireless Lifeline 
service, while at the same time guarding against further abuse of the system, the following 
additional measures should be adopted: 

• The Low Income Fund must operate within a budget. 

• The overall budget for the Low Income Fund should be composed of caps on 
support to individual states. 

• If demand in a particular state exceeds the cap. then payments to ETCs would be 
proportionately reduced to fit under the cap. 

• The FCC should conduct multiple pilot programs to determine whether a required 
minimum contribution from Lifeline recipients is appropriate, and if so, at what 
level. 

• The FCC should explore ways to encourage state involvement in providing 
Lifeline service to as many eligible customers as possible. 

• The Lifeline subsidy should be portable and recipients should receive the same 
level of subsidy regardless of the service they choose - landline, post-paid 
wireless, pre-paid wireless or broadband. 

• Federal and state governments should continue to promote participation by low- 
income customers in the Lifeline program by removing barriers to participation 
and encouraging automatic enrollment. 
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DETERMINING THE POTENTIAL SIZE 
OF THE CURRENT USF LOW-INCOME FUND 
AND A PROPOSAL TO MITSCSATE THE IMPACT OF ADDING BROADBAND AS A 

SUPPORTED SERVICE 
February 2010 
^sliy J3ck Grsoy 
Universal Consulting 

Updated March 2013 

■' •.o"'’ 2C03 10 20C8 demand for support from the federal br e'SO' Se' > 
f .. r :■ 1 Lc.'.« ■ •'oorr-e Fund ranged between $7 1 2 mififon a year to 38 • 3 m ► " 

C 03 i-''-.! r CC or-,.' 0 >'ed granting ETC status to prepaid wireless . a .o *>'' ou' p- - ' ” 
L’.e I’feiinc program As more and mors prepaid wireless ETCs gOTod cppior j‘ :L' 
Lovrincomt' Fuito grew ''apidly. By 2012 the Low tncome Funo naa n.cie tnan d:>ut.u_ 
in 3!iO disburs'og si-rost S2,2 biiiion. 

in Februaiy 20l 2 the FCC adopted reforms to the Low income Fund which 
mitigates toe rapid growth m the program by eiiminattng most Link-Up support and 
tightening .ianftcation procedures for Lifeline program participants. These reforms 
began to be implemented during 2012, and wii! continue to phase-in over the next two 
years. In the same Order the FCC- also authorized broadband pilot programs as part of 
the low Income Fond. The funding for these pitot programs was initially set at 
approximately $14 miliion over an 18-month period. 

in order to investigate the potential size of the Lifeline fund in light of ail these 
charig.es. and to study the impact of different alternatives for distributing Low income 
support, I have updated a study I did in 2010 based on data contain-ed in the Universal 
Service Arirri.ini.strat!ve Company’s USF demand projections from 2010 .and 2013. The 
study is contained in the attached Excel spreadsheet. There are six tabs on the 
.attached spreadsheet, each of which is described below. 

1 , The beginning point of the study is the amount of Low Inoo-me su,pport to be paid 
in each state during the second quarter of 2013. as set forth in. USAC's latest 
derfi.and projections, The projections for each state a,re then annualized. The 
first tab “.Adjostment for Tribal Support” adjusts the amount of actual 
.annualized support for each state to remove Liak-Up support, a.nd Lifeline support 
in s.xcess of that paid in non-tribal area.s.. Tribal support is paid to approximatefy 
836,000 subscribers nationwide; however, because the amounts of tribal support 
paid in each state are not reported by USAC, it was necessary to rely on 
cistimates in order determine the amounts of tribal and non-triba! Lifeline support, 
paid. T otal estimated excess tribal support of $207 million was removed from 
total anntj.a.ii 2 ed Lifeline .support to produce an adjusted actual Lifeiine total of 
Si. 725 biliifjn. 

2, T'\' spccfic ;sc '’Potential Size" looks a* how big the Lufeune fund coui-i 
r'.'to-T. to f V This sprsads,heet also contairis the raw data fur detferrrrfiTn. 

- -.to ''.atcT tofe'-'ve share of tow-incorne households, i jscq trg Cutoot 

1 
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r -dz ' s ate vvilh incomes at or below 135“^^ ' ’ 

- os S' ^ for the total potential numbe- cf . ■> 

1 os v/ith irtcomes at or below 1 35'.c . 

' 'c' ? r* T welfare programs that confe' OiiC.. - 

• p €c *, e ris potemta; number c.an‘cipp'”s ,t- 
. t'"Wsi'’ec'e‘a' sopDort pe'ca-pcic-an:- S-l <•,0 - 

/ , .a L *e' ne s-cbcrl unde cutrert rwies - 

• I ^ - ,q pote-'tiai Fece-a. S joport r„ . . 

,it , o> s“ 1C ~s i,ouid ‘6So t .r. a I ie r- mr,.-; of Fh ' 

> 'n oJa, r otner words c^rrert ca’fc.r''!'ts m toe 1 v , 

- 'Z - ‘'ll oment a. iuoport ’NO'~F A.i yf in oaoji'.; -loi.r.v 
sth' c i ~ 'ar* _ ' > Tne ‘sceral LC'. ‘rccrre mra aibO 0, 'ta -w L.' \ ■ 

. ; by ! ^ r • .t - ;c TLS), which corrsntiy amount tc acroox.-maieiy 3a 
-! ! m O''-' ■ I, ’ 'Ot ncluded Link-Up and TLS in mv stuGy recaose foS is 
be.ng pr-asec-oc; .-oc L nk-Up now applies only to tribal lanos-} 

The D.ffefenos' column compares (a) the total potential Lifeline support which 
cc'uid be '•eevved c> r state based on the number of iow-income households in 
that state, and i,&; tne support currently received in that state. Positive numbers 
indiciate that a state is currently receiving support in excess of its totai potential 
support; negative numbers that a state is recefvir.g less than its totai potential 
support. Even though nationwide partidpation in Lifeline is only 68%, six states - 
Alaska. .Arkansas,, Georgia., Louisiana, Maryland and OWahoma - currently receive 
support that exceeds the piotentiaS maximyrn for those states. Two of these states 
- Alaska and Okiahosna - contain 88% of total tribal Lifeline subscribers, so it is 
pcissi.b!e that additional tribal support is responsibis for the high level of actual 
support in tho.se states. However, the other four states do not have a substantial 
tribal presence. 

3. The third tab "Reallocated Current" uses the aliocators for each state developed 
i,n the first tab (based on total iow-income households in each state compared to 
the natiotiai total) and applies the aitocators to the existing S1.7.25 billion L!fe.iine 
fund. Positive numbers indicate that a state is receiving more than its allocated 
share of current support. Twenty states are currently receiving more under 
current rules than they would if Low Income funds 'were attocated based on the 
percentage of low-income households in each state. Thirty states and Puerto 
Rico receive iess than their ailocatsd share of curreni support. 

4. The fourth tab "Sasic & Suppiemental" investigates a petentiai approach to 
T, ?, cate ccfice'’ 's about the grow'th of the Low Income Fund and the potential 
■runct aoui.'g breauoand as a service supported by the Lo'v i^cc^'e Fund 
T"6 Jcia ; tn s toD assumes basic (Tier 1) federal support cf 53 C b xr 
L'teir® :n sr i c .i>cn in supplemental (Tier 2) federal supcox a . 'a. 'at c ■ 

c ' . ■ -"“e ■■"s-cH 3y states. According to Appendix I ICS -n I SAC i "x, r 

' 'rC' r'cmGiO'te i''’e''e were approximately 17 millio.n Lite jiuax ,-5 - , 

’x-i .j.c'tc, ■*;'C12 Basic federal support of $2.0 bWson c :u. 1 ore . r. - <1 
, ,^f,Nrx'c 1 m'liion Lifeline subscribers (approximate y I 
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jif who oouid use the suoport to suc&d.r; p. c. . ' basic 

u'eiess service, or broaesand se*^ ce ■'ror'i . ' ‘ le Lifeline 

‘ <■' However, tha federa* subs-dy wcute ccy , . e service 

'•'■y extra support for customers an tribal iatc- e over 

• c ' id 2 support, and shouic oe subject to is car ) 

L ^r> ental federal support of SC- 5 b-i- on .vcu'd cc ’- 1 rew 

- , 1 s'r in support from the stsies res jo 'g in the SC ; 

. c . , ■^9 full support to a*l low-'occme bousehoids y- a . jr, it 
a, '"1 '>-ed that 100% prog''an' came pat on is n g*'*.. ^ c » y) T.he 
I i - ' "^rt could eilherbe in toe for-n O' a sei 09' !•( e an" orthe 
c vto . n flexibility in how tne Bupptementat to'tds '\9«e j&c J, For 
V o> vTc ' c'es could choose to enroll r-cr© pan c'p.a'-ts ‘ - 
: '’=-•- - jp, rrt, white other states couid increase tne amount of support 
V 5 'pii PC '’ 0 carts 

Except for too -act teat me separate funding components discussed atiove equal 
the fimd,ng reqt; •■entont needed to cover ail low-income households, there is 
nothing msgic ac-out the S2 0 billion and SO.S billion tier 1 and 2 ftinding levels I 
have assumed I used them because they are close to where the fund seems to 
be heading under current ruies. The basic funds (Tier 1) would not be biock- 
granted to the states. The funds would merely be available to the state based on 
the share of low-income households in that stats. Actual disbursements would 
be based on the actual number of participants. If the number of participants in a 
particular state exceeded available funding, then going- forward support to that 
state would be pro-rated, as has been dorss with capped high-cost support. On 
the other hand, supplemental (Tier 2) support couid be block-granted to thfi state 
based on the amount of support the state provided. While the total amount of Tier 
1 and Tier 2 support would be greater than the current size of the Lifettne fund, it is 
likely that many states would not draw down their maximum allocated share of 
Lifeline funds, or would take several years to do sov However, regardless of the 
actual draw on the fund, policy maters would know the maximum size for the 
Lifeline fund since the budget for each tier would be predetermined. States would 
also know the share of tbs Low Income Fund allocated to them, vs'hJch should 
provide a strong incentive for states to participate up to the maximum funding 
aiiocation. The funding tor each ter could be reviewed periodically to ensure that 
it remained sufficient in light of changes in the nation's demographics. 

5. The fifth tsb “HH v LL Subscribers’ compares current Lifeline subscribers to the 
ni,:r,!;p! of hot sencids a each state at or betow 1 35% of FPG. Eight states have 
mo a L'fe- ns ai.t'sc- oeis than fow-income households - Alaska. Arkansas, 

Gor-'j 0 lo. •? « ”5 Ltofyianp^ Ohio, Oklahoma & Rhode Island. 

6. <h iro '! !_ Subs 2010 v 2013” compares the subscr Lferen c -'to 
-'to,- ..-rt ■' s demand projections forthe secenu aitomtorcr Lflro 

to,cc„c'V- 0 * T're Although the total number of L.fc'.ne subs :RL-.rr ■ „ 

' - , .L.t-' -ften; “ 9 milonto 17 miflion-there weree.eren s'a'^-s • ' s 
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.•eciine m Lifeline subscribership - Alaska, C?‘' . 
Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, 


. LVAS.f..^' OF LOWINCOME FUND DATA FROfct^O'.r; • 

■ „ » ‘a. . O' ‘"> 5 j 2010 study of the Low income Funo ^ .esc v-u 
, ho.', re 'und and the nation's demograpO'CS nc'/e '"'c.' the 

=• .* I’S "o' below are key data points from 20'r a>'d LT" 
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As can be seen, although the totai num.bef of househoWs in the United States 
increased by 4, 8 million, or 4%, the number of households at or below 1 35% of FPG 
increased at a faster rate, 13,5%, reflecting the impact of the recession. 
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The number of subscribers to both tribal and non-tribal Lifeline more than 
dO'Ubted over the past three years. However, federal Low Income support has only 
increased by 46%, which is a tribute to the efficacy of the FCC's efforts to controi the 
growth of the tow income Fund, The biggest inoreass in subscriberstkp occurred in the 
state of Maryiand, in the third quarter of 2009, there were only 6,504 Lifeline 
subscribers in Maryland, By the third quarter of 2012 the number of subscribers had 
risen almost a hundredfold to 645,840, tt should also be pointed out f:hat the current 
number of subscribers in Maryland is almost double the number of low-incorne 
households in the state. 
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Mr. Walden. Mr. Gregg, thank you for your testimony, and for 
the charts, graphs, and data behind them, and for your rec- 
ommendations. 

We will now — and I want to thank all the witnesses for your tes- 
timony again. 

I will start out with questions. Ms. Veach, in the Lifeline reform 
order, the Commission said the reforms would put the Commission 
in a position to determine the appropriate budget for Lifeline in 
early 2013. Well, we are kind of into early 2013. We are about out 
of early 2013. What is the status on the budget? When will we see 
that? 

Ms. Veach. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and as you say, when the 
Commission adopted the reforms in 2012, the Commission unani- 
mously determined not to put a budget on the program 

Mr. Walden. Right. 

Ms. Veach [continuing]. Until it had an opportunity to assess the 
impact of the reforms. Rather, the Commission adopted a savings 
target for 2012, which 

Mr. Walden. Right. 

Ms. Veach [continuing]. As the Bureau reported, we exceeded. 
And at the same time, the Commission wanted to assess the re- 
forms and also has sought further comment on what the optimal 
rate should be. So the specific timing of when the Commission will 
move to a budget is up to the commissioners. 

Mr. Walden. Is what? 

Ms. Veach. Is up to the commissioners. 

Mr. Walden. So in other words, you don’t know when we are 
going to see a budget. 

Ms. Veach. We continue to assess the impact of the reforms. 

Mr. Walden. Right. I don’t mean to be rude, but the order said 
early 2013. We kind of expect the FCC to follow its own timelines 
there, and so we will keep pressing for that budget because I per- 
sonally think that is important to have. 

Do you all — just quickly down the row in kind of a John Dingell 
yes or no answer, do you think it is important for the FCC to de- 
velop a budget in this area? 

Mr. Jones? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, I think it is important to have a budget, but be- 
fore we adopt a budget there is a very technical and complex pro- 
gram, and I would urge the FCC to work with states that are re- 
forming it. I think we proposed 15 ways 

Mr. Walden. Yes, you did. 

Mr. Jones [continuing]. You could prohibit activation of phones, 
you could cut them off at 75 percent, benchmark for reactivation. 
There are ways instead of a top down approach, a bottoms up ap- 
proach that may work. 

Mr. Walden. All right. Ms. Gonzalez, real briefly here on budget. 
Yes, no? 

Ms. Gonzalez. Yes, but I think first the FCC needs time to as- 
sess the reforms, and we wouldn’t want it to set an arbitrary num- 
ber that would cut anyone off from service. 

Mr. Walden. Mr. Feiss? 

Mr. Feiss. I agree, yes. 

Mr. Walden. Mr. Guttman-McCabe? 
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Mr. Guttman-McCabe. You know, I think — echoing some of the 
earlier points, we need to see what the status is of the reforms, and 
I don’t think this is simple. I mean, I think when you look at what 
do you do with the next person who becomes unemployed if you set 
a budget that limits the amount of support? You have a difficult 
decision to make. 

Mr. Walden. Mr. Gregg? 

Mr. Gregg. Yes, the total maximum size of the non-tribal Life- 
line fund right now would be $2.9 billion if every eligible household 
received a year’s worth of subsidy at $9.25. However, there are dif- 
ferent ways you can cut that. You could establish a two-tiered sys- 
tem where the Federal Government would supply up to $2 billion 
of tier one support, basic fundamental support, and then an addi- 
tional half billion if the states would match it. This would provide 
strong incentives for the states to pony up some money to help sup- 
port Lifeline service. 

Currently, the reforms may have had the unintended impact of 
reducing incentives or creating counter-incentives for states to par- 
ticipate. In fact, Colorado just eliminated their Lifeline program 
about 3 weeks ago, in part because of the perception that the Fed- 
eral Government is now paying the entire cost of the program. 

Mr. Walden. So I want to ask, perhaps you, Mr. Gregg, or Mr. 
Jones, about the $9.25 rate. Where does that come from? Is that 
evaluated on a regular basis? Is it an accurate rate? 

Mr. Gregg. The $9.25 is simply an average of what was paid out 
at the time the FCC adopted their reform order in 2012. 

Mr. Walden. OK. 

Mr. Gregg. It had been made up, and as people explained ear- 
lier, originally the Lifeline subsidy was to offset the subscriber line 
charge that was imposed when the Bell system was broken up in 
the early ’80s. 

Mr. Walden. Right. 

Mr. Gregg. Then, whenever the Lifeline program was included 
in statute in the ’96 Telecom Act, there were two additional tiers 
added. One was an additional $1.75 that was given to all states if 
they would guarantee it was passed through to customers, and 
then an additional $1.75 based on state matching. That is what is 
now gone away 

Mr. Walden. The market has changed so much since ’96. In all 
competition, Mr. Jones, is $9.25 an appropriate rate? 

Mr. Jones. Probably not. NARUC has no resolution on this 
point. I will speak for myself When TracFone came before us for 
a prepaid wireless ETC designation, my commissioner staff and I 
asked the TracFone people a lot of questions on what does it actu- 
ally cost 

Mr. Walden. Right. 

Mr. Jones [continuing]. To provide this service, and they refused 
to give us any information. Why? Because under law, we have no 
jurisdiction over wireless carriers and the FCC rules do not permit 
a cost-based determination. So it kind of places states in a difficult 
position to decide whether or not it is cost-based or not. So the FCC 
just — as Billy Jack said, they did an averaging of the select $9.25. 

Mr. Walden. Mr. Feiss — do you have any comment on this, Mr. 
Feiss? 
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Mr. Feiss. I think Commissioner Jones summed it up. We don’t 
have the data, but it 

Mr. Walden. So we don’t know whether $9.25 is a lot, not 
enough, but boy, it sure seems like there are a lot of entrants in 
the non-facilities based 

Mr. Jones. Well, just based on our evidence, I mean, we could 
have an argument about competition in a subsidy market, but this 
is true competition in the subsidy market and I would conclude 
that the non-facilities based ETCs are making a substantial margin 
on the service. 

Mr. Walden. There is a fine line between competition and glut- 
tony here, I think, so we have to watch for that. 

I am going to turn now to my colleague from California, Ms. 
Eshoo. 

Ms. Eshoo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First, I would like to ask for a unanimous consent request to sub- 
mit for the record — we have a long list of support letters that we 
would like to have entered into the record. 

Mr. Walden. I believe we have them all here, and we will accede 
to that request. 

[The information appears at the conclusion of the hearing.] 

Ms. Eshoo. Thank you very, very much. Thank you to all of the 
witnesses. You have given us, I think, excellent testimony this 
morning. 

Now, I don’t know if this was given to all of the members, but 
I think our respective staffs received this from the FCC. It is the 
Lifeline reform overview, and on page 8, it is very interesting be- 
cause it starts with January 2012, and it goes to April of 2013. And 
this is the number of Lifeline subscribers in the millions. Starting 
in January of ’12, it was 15.8. It peaked August 2012 to 18.2, and 
the graphs show that it continues to move down, and at the lowest 
rate right now in terms of Lifeline subscribers, it is 13.2 million. 
So this says to me that it is moving in the right direction, I mean, 
that the reforms are working. 

Now, I am trying to figure out what the biggest problem is, most 
frankly. There are some wild allegations, full page ads, pro and 
con, Obama phones, you know, I think what we need to stay away 
from, with all due respect, is simply a disdain for the President, 
and then moving that to apply to policies in telecommunications. 
I mean, it just doesn’t mix. That is like water and oil. It doesn’t 
make sense. It is not dignified. I don’t want to have anything to 
do with that. 

But what I do want to hear from the witnesses are the following 
things. To the FCC, this whole issue of a cap, what do you think 
of that? I do think that the chairman has raised a good point about 
the budget. When do you anticipate being able to not only assess 
the success of the reforms that the FCC is putting into place so 
that you can then arrive at a budget? I don’t know about this 
$9.25. Who has the authority to even dive into that? I mean, I am 
hearing that, Mr. Jones, that your organization can’t, that is why 
you couldn’t get an answer. Is it the FCC or do we need to do over- 
sight and bring people in and do it ourselves? I mean, I think that 
that is a legitimate question. 
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I also, to Mr. Guttman-McCabe, as you know, I strongly support 
cell phone unlocking so consumers can switch carriers while keep- 
ing their existing phones. Given that the Lifeline program only 
subsidizes service and not the device, I don’t know how many mem- 
bers know this, but the government does not provide any device. 
It is, most frankly, the wireless industry. I mean, everything is 
moving to wireless anything, that is why we are trying to find more 
spectrum to support all of this. But wireless industry advertises, 
right? 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. Correct, yes. 

Ms. Eshoo. I mean, you promote this, so 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. Yes, Congresswoman. I mean 

Ms. Eshoo. I think that such a policy would enable support dol- 
lars to go further and expand the use of the universe of phones 
that can be used with the program. So I would like to know what 
you think of that. 

So maybe Ms. Gonzalez, you want to comment on cap, so why 
don’t we start with the FCC. Maybe, Mr. Jones, you want to com- 
ment on the several items I have raised, Ms. Gonzalez, and Mr. 
Guttman-McCabe. So why don’t we go quickly. I have got 32 sec- 
onds, but I think the chairman will let you answer. 

Mr. Walden. Quickly. 

Ms. Veach. Thank you. Ranking Member. 

Ms. Eshoo. I got it all in. 

Ms. Veach. The issue of the cap is tied to the issue of what the 
optimal subsidy amount should be. The Commission is currently 
considering, after taking in public comment, the $9.25 rate and 

Ms. Eshoo. So you have the authority to review that rate, and 
if you think it needs to change, you have the authority to change 
it? 

Ms. Veach. That is correct. 

Ms. Eshoo. And when do you think you are going to complete 
that? 

Ms. Veach. I can’t speak as to when the commissioners 

Ms. Eshoo. This year? 

Ms. Veach [continuing]. Would vote on that. It is just not within 
my ability to say. 

Ms. Eshoo. Can you get back to us on it? 

Ms. Veach. That decision is highly relevant to what the budget 
for the program should be. 

Ms. Eshoo. Can you get back to us on that? 

Ms. Veach. I will do so. 

Ms. Eshoo. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Just quickly, NARUC does not have a position wheth- 
er the $9.25 is appropriate or not. As I said, we operate through 
resolution. We have two resolutions on plank, but speaking for my- 
self, I think Julie hit the nail on the head. They do have the au- 
thority. It has to go to the five commissioners — four commissioners, 
whatever it is going to be right now with the chairman leaving. But 
the states could offer their help. As I said, we do — I think certain 
states have had better luck than we have in getting a composition 
of rates, and as Mr. Feiss said, in Montana. Certain states may 
help out, so this may be worthwhile to refer the issue to the Joint 
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Board, again, on Universal Service, to work out some of these de- 
tails. 

Ms. Gonzalez. To the extent that a cap may cut eligible people 
off from service, it is a bad idea, and certainly right now when the 
FCC has not fully implemented the reforms. 

Ms. Eshoo. Thank you. 

Mr. Feiss. Congresswoman, it is — this is the only program that 
doesn’t have a budget, and ironically, one could argue that the FCC 
actually did it right with Lifeline to implement reforms first, see 
how the reforms work, and then determine what the appropriate 
level of that program is. They have not done that with the other 
three programs. I wish they had, but they haven’t, so it is probably 
time to consider a budget and work from there. 

Ms. Eshoo. Thank you. 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. Congresswoman, I think it is fair to 
point out there has been a lot of discussion and debate about the 
provision of phones. The carriers subsidize the phones themselves, 
and I have two here. I brought them just so people can look. These 
phones will not make you the envy of your friends and neighbors, 
oK. They are kind of circa-2000 at best. Hopefully you can’t see 
who the manufacturers are so I don’t get myself in trouble, but the 
reality is, these are not the phones that get you advanced access 
to, you know, to communications of the future. They are $19.95 at 
retail at most. They are designed to do exactly what the program 
was designed for, which is to get you access to basic telecommuni- 
cations. 

So anyone wants to see them afterward, I am happy to bring 
them to you, but you know, you can see we are not talking iPhones, 
we are not talking iPads, we are talking basic service. And that is 
funded by the carriers who participate in the program. 

Ms. Eshoo. Thank you. 

Mr. Gregg. Congresswoman, as you saw in the second slide, we 
need to work on both ends. We have some states that have more 
Lifeline subscribers than there actually are low income households. 
Obviously, that subscribership has to come down. But we also have 
many more states that have fewer Lifeline subscribers than there 
are low income households. So we need to work on increasing par- 
ticipation there. 

Ms. Eshoo. Thank you very much to all of you. 

Mr. Walden. OK. We will now turn to the vice chair of the sub- 
committee, the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Latta. 

Mr. Latta. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and again, thank you very 
much to our panel for being with us today. It has been very, very 
informative and again, thank you for being here. 

Mr. Jones, if I could start with you, if I may. In your testimony, 
you listed a number of additional reforms that the NARUC mem- 
bers have suggested to improve the integrity of the Lifeline fund, 
including consumer co-pays, a return and requirement that carriers 
have their own facilities, reforms to the marketing practices of Life- 
line carriers, and procedural requirements for carriers enrolling 
new Lifeline customers. Could you elaborate on those suggestions? 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. Yes, I could. Again, NARUC does — oper- 
ates by resolution. We do not have resolutions on point on these 15 
recommendations that we made to you. We want it to be respon- 
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sive. So these are ideas for your consideration, you and your staffs. 
But speaking for myself, I will mention three. 

The national duplicate database is really important to get up and 
going. I would encourage the subcommittee to have strong over- 
sight on Ms. Veach’s program. USAC announced this week that 
they were going to finish the duplicate database by the end of the 
year. Let’s get it done. It was supposed to be done in February. We 
need to get that up and going. So the database development, and 
then you have the other database, the eligibility database. That is 
going to be more complex because the order, as you know, intro- 
duces three more benchmarks, including low income energy assist- 
ance, to feed into this massive database for the initial eligibility. 
So it is very important to get that eligibility database up and going. 

The other thing I would urge them to do is rescind the blanket 
forbearance on the facilities requirement given to prepaid wireless 
carriers. This was done in 2005. The FCC could rescind that if the 
subcommittee plays a useful role in providing oversight. That is 
something you could do. 

The other thing you could do is prohibit activation of a handset 
before the initial eligibility is done. It doesn’t make sense to me — 
again, speaking personally — for a handset to be activated before ei- 
ther a state database or a national database is queried. You have 
the four last numbers of the Social Security number or you have 
a subscriber ID. I mean, this is just kind of commonsense business 
and database. You should be able to develop a system to query, and 
if that person is a duplicate, you can get it at the front end and 
not activate the handset. 

Those are three. 

Mr. Latta. ok, thank you. 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe, if I could turn to you. Senator Coburn 
brought to life in disturbing press coverage out in Oklahoma of peo- 
ple with model subsidized cell phones. I guess the question is how 
widespread of abuse is this, and is the problem related to vendors 
who advertise free cell phones in low income neighborhoods, and 
what is the industry doing, if anything, to combat that problem? 
And what is or could the FCC also be doing to curb that abuse? 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. Sure. Thank you. Congressman. 

First of all, I think at times people tend to conflate bad actors 
and MVNOs, people that don’t have networks, and conflate MVNOs 
with bad actors. There are a lot of non-facilities based carriers who 
are actually good actors, do a very good job with this program as 
Mr. Gregg suggested, actually move services out to people who oth- 
erwise wouldn’t get them. The reality is there are some bad actors 
in this program, and one thing you will hear from us, and you may 
hear me say it, depending upon how many times I am asked is if 
we can have responsibility, efficiency, and accountability in this 
program, we are all for it. I mean, 100 percent. We think it needs 
to happen. There can’t be states like Mr. Gregg suggested have sig- 
nificantly above 100 percent participation above the poverty level. 

So for us, we want a program that is smart, intelligent, well-tar- 
geted, that allows for a range of technology neutral participants. If 
companies decide that they want to subsidize, you know, a rel- 
atively inexpensive phone to allow the person to get access to it, 
I don’t think that is much different than someone who gets a free 
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landline phone as part of their landline service. So, looking at wire- 
less differently, I find it concerning because it is no different 
than — I don’t pay for my landline phone, in essence, in my house, 
which I still happen to have. It seems to be moving towards the 
minority. But you know, we are here talking about potentially re- 
moving wireless from the program at the same time that all of us 
are reading articles about the overwhelming majority of people are 
beginning to move away from a landline phone. I just read this 
week that the landline phone is now the third most popular phone 
in the U.S. households, wireless being number one, VoIP being 
number two, and then landlines. 

So there definitely are things that have to be rooted out, you 
know. I would question the advertising of some of the companies 
and the marketing of some of the companies that are providing the 
service, but I don’t think you can say that MVNO equals bad actor, 
because there are a great deal of them that are very good actors 
and are really doing a positive thing with this program. And if you 
look at their subscribers, I mean, when 79 percent of your Lifeline 
subscribers have a household income below $15,000, I think you 
are targeting the right people. I think that is the good that this bi- 
partisan program was designed for. 

Mr. Latta. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, my time is expired and 
I yield back. 

Mr. Walden. Thank the gentleman for his questions. 

We will turn now to the gentlelady from California, Ms. Matsui, 
for 5 minutes. 

Ms. Matsui. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First of all, I just want to ask a quick question of Ms. Veach. Is 
there such a thing as a free government phone? Yes or no? 

Ms. Veach. No, there is not. 

Ms. Matsui. OK. Is it accurate to say that the Lifeline program 
is not contributing to any current growth within the USF fund at 
this point? 

Ms. Veach. That is correct. 

Ms. Matsui. OK. Mr. Guttman-McCabe, I strongly believe that 
Lifeline should be reformed and modernized in a responsible man- 
ner, and it must account for America’s ever-reliance on the Internet 
and innovation economy. One hundred million Americans are still 
not adopted to broadband, and coupled with the fact that nearly 80 
percent of available jobs are only accessed by online applications, 
and both need to be addressed. Do you support the concept of mod- 
ernizing Lifeline to support broadband? 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. Congresswoman, I think — and I con- 
gratulate you. It is a conversation that we as a country, and par- 
ticularly you as policymakers, have to have. I mean, the country is 
absolutely moving in that direction. The reality, as I said a moment 
ago, is that if people aren’t choosing wireless phones, they are sort 
of choosing sort of VoIP or over the top phones with their 
broadband connection. You know, we are seeing a movement in 
that way that makes absolute sense for us to have this discussion, 
and we are having it as part of the broader Universal Service pro- 
gram. 

Ms. Matsui. No, and that is good, because I find it kind of inter- 
esting we are having this discussion about landlines and wireless 
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and as we all know, that most of us have been moving to wireless 
for quite some time. And now we are also talking about broadband 
too, and everybody seems to want to do that, Wt you got to get 
there and if we are stuck in the landline business, we won’t get 
there to the right degree. 

I would also like to ask you, too. A study by the Telecommuni- 
cations Policy Institute found that 59 cents of every dollar spent in 
the USF High Cost Fund goes to the carrier recipient’s overhead 
and administrative expenses. That is only 41 cents out of every 
rural USF subsidy dollar goes to building rural networks. But Life- 
line offers a discount on the monthly price of service. One hundred 
percent of every Lifeline subsidy dollar goes to reducing a low in- 
come consumer’s monthly phone bill. 

So given these differences, wouldn’t you say that Lifeline is al- 
ready the far more efficient of the two programs, and that we 
should devote as much attention to reducing waste, fraud, and 
abuse in the subsidies we pay to carriers as we are in the subsidies 
paid to low income consumers? 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. Yes, I think that is a key — those are key 
points to focus on. I think that gets lost at times, but the Lifeline 
subsidy goes directly to the consumer to offset their bill. You know, 
Mr. Feiss talked a little bit about cost-based support and things 
like that. The FCC has argued against sort of a race to the top, 
against a race to say here are my costs and I should have, you 
know, some return above that. 

I know several of the panelists suggest that we also should be 
looking at the High Cost Fund because of the fact that not all of 
those dollars are rationally and intelligently spent. I think you hit 
a key point, which is the Lifeline program, it is means-tested, it is 
designed to target exactly to the people who need it, people who, 
you know, we are talking household incomes in the mid to low 
teens in the thousands of dollars, and it is a one-to-one offset. I 
mean, every dollar that goes in offsets the cost that they otherwise 
would pay. 

Ms. Matsui. Well thank you very much. I compliment the FCC 
on the reforms that have been taking place in, I guess, the last 8 
months in the reduction of, I guess, about $5 million. And these re- 
forms are taking place, and I think it is timely we do this hearing. 
On the other hand, I believe we need more time to really figure out 
the real impact of this. 

And I also understand, too, that it goes beyond this to a great 
degree because it is very uneven. We have states that are maybe 
oversubscribed, and other states that, you know, are not at all to 
point where we are reaching everyone. And so to me, this needs to 
be looked at and studied to a degree that we have not done yet. 

My goal is to ensure that every American that qualifies get ac- 
cess to one of three things, especially in my bill, that they are 
able — landline, wireless, broadband, choose. But we are not going 
to make any progress if we get stuck on things like caps for Life- 
line, because Lifeline is a different situation that I believe even the 
High Cost Fund, and I am not denigrating High Cost Fund at all, 
but I believe that we are looking at something we want to expand 
access in a reasonable manner, and we want to make sure we have 
accountability there. 
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So I ask each of you if you are agreed upon that, that Lifeline 
needs to be expanded in a reasonable way so we capture more of 
the qualified households and not get into a fight about all about 
whether or not they are doing the right thing or not. Are you all 
agreed that we need Lifeline? 

Ms. Veach. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Feiss. Yes. 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. Yes. 

Mr. Gregg. Yes, and we should focus on the customer, rather 
than the carriers. That is why we should have a straight subsidy, 
whatever the level is, and let the customer apply it to the service 
that they choose, that meets their needs, and that way, their 
choices will drive the market. 

Ms. Matsui. ok. You are all agreed on that one? 

Mr. Feiss. I think Mr. Gregg’s conclusion, access versus excess, 
was well said. 

Ms. Matsui. OK. 

Mr. Jones. Congresswoman, just with the proper accountability 
in place. 

Ms. Matsui. I understand. 

Mr. Jones. We have some strong concerns about the High Cost 
Fund being at $4.5 billion. We think that is appropriate, too. 

Ms. Matsui. OK. Thank you very much, and I am sorry, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Walden. That is all right. 

Ms. Matsui. Thank you. 

Mr. Walden. It is good to get the answers. 

We will turn now to the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Shimkus, 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Shimkus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This is a great hearing. 
I like the terminology “access, not excess.” I think probably a lot 
of us will use that, Mr. Gregg. Thank you for that. 

I actually appreciate the Minority’s handing me the letters and 
all this documentation. I did go to one comment from Illinois that 
said make it more efficient. Don’t drop it. There is a reason it is 
called Lifeline. So that is where we need to go, but I don’t think 
you all understand the anger that is out there in America over this. 

I live right next to St. Louis, Missouri, so Senator McCaskill’s re- 
sponding to this anger of a free phone, and to say it is not a free 
phone is not accurate. It is a free phone. Someone gets a phone and 
they get minutes and they don’t get billed, for the most part. And 
in this day and age, people really have a hard time understanding 
it. So you all are supporters of this. You are doing a terrible job 
of marketing it, because you have lost the public opinion war on 
this, and we can’t — and it is tough to get the genie back in the bot- 
tle. Actually, that is why I appreciate the Minority for asking for 
the hearing. This is part of that educational process. But you all 
got a long, long way to go. 

And for Ranking Member Waxman to say no one uses an Obama 
phone, he doesn’t go to the web. There is an Obamaphone.net that 
answers a lot of these questions accurately on who is qualified and 
who is — ^but that is how you pull it up. You got the Obama phone 
rap out there, and you can just Google it, and that leads to this 
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frustration and anger about people getting free phones. And the 
free phones are — they are receiving it based upon rate payers, 
right? People are paying rates. We are all paying. 

My first question to Mr. Guttman-McCabe, and I am a friend of 
the industry, you know that. Can you tell me how many people 
have one of these free phones but then use their 250 minutes, go 
in, and pay for more minutes? 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. I don’t know the answer to that. Con- 
gressman. I think we can — I can see if we can track that down and 
get back to you. I don’t 

Mr. Shimkus. Some of my friends were not willing to provide us 
that information, but let me pose a question. If they get a free 
phone and then they can go in and pay for doubling of the minutes, 
does that pose a question whether they should have a free phone 
or not? 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. Well I think if you go back and you look 
at — and the Commission has put in some of these, you know, some 
of these measures, I think 

Mr. Shimkus. Should part of the measures be are they pur- 
chasing more minutes? 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. Well, I think the measures should be do 
you satisfy some threshold to qualify, and so if the threshold 

Mr. Shimkus. Let me ask another question to your industry. 
What incentive is there for the industry to do due diligence on 
qualifications to receive an Obama phone? 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. Well in the past, not only was there 
not — I won’t say there was not incentive. We weren’t allowed to do 
eligibility requirements. 

Mr. Shimkus. Well, and that is a problem. 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. It was self-certification. 

Mr. Shimkus. Right. 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. But we — in 2010, we pushed for this, so 
this is not something that, you know, came about on its own. This 
is something we fully endorsed and strongly believe and continue 
to push the Commission for an eligibility database and a duplicates 
database. Because I agree with you, we are not winning the PR dis- 
cussion. It is about having something that is efficient and account- 
able, and yet still works. 

Mr. Shimkus. Let me give you the exact thing. We are going to 
have issues with the young new staffers here in Washington, D.C., 
and we are going to get to offer them, because of the income quali- 
fications, they will be able to qualify for a free phone based upon 
how some of us compensate our employees and our staff, and Med- 
icaid. What a great benefit package to come to work in Washington 
with that venue. 

Ms. Veach, the final question that I have is there is discussion 
about expanding this to broadband. Do you know what percentage 
of current Lifeline subscribers already have broadband service? 

Ms. Veach. Congressman, we don’t track individual subscribers, 
so I don’t have that data. 

Mr. Shimkus. OK, I think we probably would try to look forward 
to see if you can then provide that at some time, especially as we 
move in this debate. 

And with that, I yield back my time. 
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Mr. Walden. Now turn to the gentleman from New Mexico, I be- 
lieve. Mr. Lujan, I think you are up next. 

Mr. Lujan. Thank you very much. 

And I don’t know how many of you have been to 
Obamaphone.net, but here it is, and Obamaphone.net looks like — 
it is a nice Web site, nice colors. I like the color blue, and it is in 
here quite a bit. And it has this great picture of President Obama 
up on top, but when you start scrolling down, it says sign up now. 
So it says the Obama phone government benefit program. And 
when I see this notion that says sign up now, I would think, as a 
consumer, that if I am on this Web site and I click there, that I 
am signing up now for a phone. But if you scroll down to the bot- 
tom of this Web site — and I am glad I have good eyesight, because 
it is really small — it says “Obamaphone.net is an independently 
owned and operated Web site that is in no way affiliated with the 
United States government, departments within the Federal Gov- 
ernment, or any state or local jurisdiction located inherently there- 
in.” And then it kind of runs away, because I guess the footnote 
is not needed as much as the rest of the propaganda on this Web 
site. 

And so I wonder if it is fraudulent or not for us to put on a Web 
site that appears to be a federal Web site telling consumers they 
can sign up for a Lifeline phone, collecting information that is in 
no way affiliated with the Federal Government, as opposed to en- 
couraging people who go to this Web site, I encourage you to go 
look at it so you never go to it again, so that we can get through 
this. That is part of what the FCC is trying to do. We are trying 
to crack down on waste, fraud, and abuse here, and we shouldn’t 
direct people into areas that are purported to maybe sign up for a 
Web site that are probably signing up for sharing their consumer 
information in one way or another. I tried to get to the privacy no- 
tice on the site, but I couldn’t find it. I guess I am not savvy 
enough. But I was able to get to that disclaimer at the bottom. 

So I just think, Mr. Chairman, that as we talk about these sites 
and what is happening here, that we agree that there are impor- 
tant programs across the Federal Government that are needed. I 
come from a rural state. This has been purported to be a program 
that is abused in only urban parts or needed in urban parts of the 
United States. I think that there are some letters that have been 
submitted, and Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous consent to 
submit two letters from two rural organizations, the National 
Grains on the Order of Patrons of Husbandry, and Rural 
Broadband, and in it, Mr. Chairman, one of the letters cites that 
“Lifeline is an essential to the success of our country because it en- 
sures that even the most unserved areas are safe, able to commu- 
nicate, and included. Simply put, any cuts to Lifeline will leave 
rural, tribal, and low income communities more vulnerable and 
locked out of full participation.” And I also have two letters from 
two tribes, Gila River Telecom and Mescalero Apache Telecom, In- 
corporated, that I would like to ask unanimous consent to submit 
into the record. 

Mr. Walden. I believe those were part of the Minority’s packet 
that has already been submitted. We went through that. 
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Mr. Lujan. Thank you very much. I thank Ms. Eshoo for her wis- 
dom, as well as for her submissions, so thank you and the staff 
very much, Ms. Eshoo. 

And so with that, Mr. Chairman, I want to — I have a few ques- 
tions to Mr. Jones, and I appreciate you being here, Mr. Jones, 
having been a former member of NARUC myself when I was fortu- 
nate to be part of the New Mexico Regulatory Commission, which 
is the equivalent of utility commissions across the country. 

You stated in your testimony that “The ability of some states to 
audit and/or investigate waste, fraud, and abuse may be hampered 
by rules or laws limiting or altogether removing states’ authority 
over wireless companies.” Could you explain how that could be the 
case, and with the concerns in some states, what can NARUC do 
to help ensure that states will adopt stronger policies in those 
areas where maybe we see rules that aren’t as strong? 

Mr. Jones. Congressman, that mainly refers to many state stat- 
utes across the country, largely, I think, with Mr. Guttman- 
McCabe’s companies that have gone and lobbied state legislatures 
to prohibit PUCs from regulating or having anything to do with 
wireless service. The laws are written a little bit differently, but it 
makes it very difficult for state PUCs to have jurisdiction over 
things like e-911, TRS, High Cost Funds, or Universal Service. So 
that prevents us, and also 214(e), Section 214(e) that governs eligi- 
ble telecommunications carriers, that is the federal statute that we 
operate under. It is written very broadly and it doesn’t specify the 
type of technology, so this has been the subject of litigation in 
many states where some of the wireless carriers push hack on us. 

What can we do? We can work with — I think the best thing we 
can do is work with Ms. Veach and her colleagues at the FCC 
through the Joint Board process where we deal with these difficult 
issues. They have better access to information on cost and all sorts 
of things than we do. And in that confidential setting of the Joint 
Board process, I think we can get at some of these issues. 

Mr. Lujan. Mr. Chairman, thank you so much. I know my time 
is expired. I have some other questions I will submit to the record. 
I was so compelled with the Obamaphone.net, Mr. Chairman, that 
I had to use a little of my time to talk about that wonderful Web 
site. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Walden. Appreciate the gentleman’s questions and com- 
ments. 

We will now turn to Mr. Terry for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Terry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

To Mr. Feiss, at least in the State of Nebraska over the last cou- 
ple of years we have seen now 51 different Lifeline providers apply 
with our PUC in Nebraska. Are you seeing the same explosion of — 
I am putting fictitional quote marks on competitiveness and com- 
petition in Montana? 

Mr. Feiss. Congressman Terry, we have two pending applica- 
tions for Lifeline — only prepaid wireless support. 

Mr. Terry. Two? 

Mr. Feiss. Right, and those 

Mr. Terry. Nebraska has 51 over the last couple years. Only 
two. That is interesting. 
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Mr. Jones, is NARUC seeing that level of explosion, and this 
huilds — the next part of that question is how do we determine what 
the appropriate price line is, because if there is 51 carriers coming 
in Nebraska to get their $9.25 per phone, there is a hell of an in- 
centive going on. 

Mr. Jones. Right. We have designated six wireless CTCs for sup- 
port with the wireline, and I think we have — I am going to up the 
ante that Mr. Feiss said. I think we have eight or ten pending be- 
fore our staff right now. So we have designated six on the wireline 
side. We have many more wireline carriers. But to put this in per- 
spective, of the eligible low income households in the State of 
Washington, even with that support we are only reaching 33 per- 
cent of the low income people in our state. That is Lifeline, wire- 
less, everything together. 

So as Billy Jack said, if we want to get to 50, 60 percent, if that 
is a valid social goal to have people connected for these valuable 
services, we have a long ways to go. But obviously it costs money. 

What can we do to get at the cost? It is really with the FCC, I 
think. The FCC has the ability to determine if the $9.25 per month 
is appropriate or not. 

Mr. Terry. So Ms. Veach, how do you reply? 

Ms. Veach. Congressman, on the question of the $9.25 rate, we 
have sought public comment on that question and are looking at 
the record, and will continue to conduct an open proceeding to put 
the commissioners in a position to determine what the optimal rate 
should be. 

Mr. Terry. In a public comment process, will you be able to ob- 
tain the true cost of providing this service? 

Ms. Veach. I think there are different types of services. As we 
have heard, there are wireless services as well as landline services, 
so 

Mr. Terry. All right, so for the variety of services, are you going 
to be able, in a public comment setting, obtain cost information? 

Ms. Veach. In addition to the record that is already developed, 
if necessary the Commission can ask for more data if it needs from 
Mr. Guttman-McCabe’s members or others. 

Mr. Terry. So is that a yes that you are obtaining that informa- 
tion through the public comment? 

Ms. Veach. We have invited comment. I would be happy to work 
with your office to let you know whether we have obtained the kind 
of information you are asking about already or need 

Mr. Terry. Is there a red flag with the FCC that there is that 
many competitors coming into what used to be, just a few years 
ago, a very limited market? Does that raise a red flag? 

Ms. Veach. Well absolutely. In our reforms, we required that be- 
fore any non-facilities based carrier could be designated to receive 
support, it first had to have a compliance plan approved with the 
Commission, and we have only approved 20 of those since the re- 
forms went out. The next step, then, is to approach the relevant 
state PUC to seek designation. 

Mr. Terry. OK. I will yield back. 

Mr. Walden. Gentleman yields back his time. 

Now recognize the gentleman from Illinois, my friend Mr. Rush, 
for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. Rush. I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman. This has heen 
quite a hearing, and I am not surprised. I want to congratulate the 
Ranking Member for bringing this issue to the floor. 

But as I sit here and hear some of the questions and some of the 
commentary, it really, really infuriates me about some of the atti- 
tudes and opinions and some of the remarks that I have heard. I 
am trying to maintain my cool, so to speak. 

But first of all, Mr. Chairman, there are some letters that I 
would like to enter into the record, and some of them may be in- 
cluded, but I am told that — in your packet, but I am told that they 
aren’t included, and we have a statement from the NAACP, the 
Leadership Council on Civil Rights and Human Rights, the United 
Church of Christ, the National Organization for Women, the Asian 
American Justice Center, Disability Rights, Education, and Defense 
Fund, and from the CWL. I would like those included in the record. 

Mr. Walden. Without objection. 

[The information appears at the conclusion of the hearing.] 

Mr. Rush. All right. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask maybe Ms. 
Veach or anybody can answer this question. Was there any notice- 
able uptake in the Lifeline services program during and imme- 
diately after Hurricane Katrina? 

Ms. Veach. Congressman, as a matter of fact, it was during the 
time of recovery from Hurricane Katrina when the Commission 
permitted wireless providers to enter the program to provide vital 
services to the consumers affected. 

Mr. Rush. Well, this notion of this service or these phones being 
called an Obama phone, what do you think is the rationale behind 
it? Because if you are going to call it any kind of nonpolitical, non- 
class, and I might indicate, non-racist way, then it certainly should 
be called a Bush-Obama phone, isn’t that correct? 

Ms. Veach. Congressman, you are absolutely correct that a lot 
of the expansion of the program that happened without proper 
oversight was during prior Administrations. The reforms that the 
FCC has put in place in the last 3, 4 years will ensure that only 
eligible subscribers can participate, and that there are appropriate 
checks in place on the consumers as well as the carriers. 

Mr. Rush. Well, let’s look at who uses Lifeline. It is certainly not 
just members of citizen and urban centers. This program supports 
older Americans. One carrier reported that 47 percent of its users 
are 50 years or older, and 16 percent are over 60. Now I know, be- 
cause that is my age category, I like music, but I am not too fond 
of rap music, so for this service to be characterized as being or as- 
sociated with something called Obama Rap, what do you think 
about that? 

Ms. Veach. As you say, the service is available without regard 
to any demographic characteristics: seniors, the elderly, disabled, 
rural as well as urban, based on income rates or participation in 
another federal assistance program. It is available in all 50 states. 

Mr. Rush. Let me ask — I see my time is winding down and I 
have a lot of other questions. Is there any of the witnesses at the 
table, are you aware of any increase in mobile phones in Afghani- 
stan? 

Mr. Jones. No, sir, I am not. 

Ms. Gonzalez. I can’t answer that question. 
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Mr. Rush. I was at a meeting earlier today with an expert, and 
there is an increase in mobile phone use in Afghanistan. And my 
understanding that it is thoroughly subsidized. To a great extent, 
it is thoroughly subsidized. So our taxpayer dollars are going to Af- 
ghanistan to increase mobile phone uses in Afghanistan, but here 
we are making much — and some of it legitimate — much ado about 
possibly job seekers, 26 percent of users reported by — unemployed 
and 62 percent are employed on only a part-time basis. Fifty-two 
percent of the subscribers are Caucasian, 30 percent are African 
American, and 10 percent are Hispanic. I mean, we are making ado 
about something that really doesn’t — that has been a fairly good 
program. 

The subject of this hearing is “The Lifeline Fund: Money Well 
Spent?” with a question mark. My answer to that is yes, it is well 
spent. There are some problems, but I think that FCC is moving 
to address the problems. I think they should be commended. But 
whether this program should be capped, no, it should not be 
capped, especially when the unemployment — the number of poor 
people in this country is on a dramatic increase, then why would 
we try to cap this particular program? 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back. I just want to — I don’t like the mes- 
sage that is emanating from this hearing, and I think it is offensive 
to the best interest of the American people. I yield back. 

Mr. Walden. Thank the gentleman’s comments. We appreciate 
his comments. We are just trying to get to the truth and the an- 
swers, and that is why it is a bipartisan hearing. So I appreciate 
your participation. 

We will now go to the gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. Scalise, for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. Scalise. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate you having 
this hearing. It is a very important hearing to have dealing with 
a program that has had a history of fraud and waste and abuse. 
This program is the kind of program that really angers, I know, a 
lot of my constituents, and I am far from alone when I talk to col- 
leagues of mine from all across the country. Whether you want to 
call it an Obama phone or free cell phone or whatever it is, it is 
a program that the Federal Government has set up that taxes 

Mr. Rush. What about a Bush-Obama phone? 

Mr. Scalise. Whatever you want to call it 

Mr. Walden. Regular order, please. 

Mr. Scalise [continuing]. It is a free phone to some people that 
is paid for by other people, and those other people that are paying 
for that service, when they see the fraud and abuse and the waste 
in this program, get incredibly angry, and to discount that anger 
of hardworking taxpayers who are seeing their cell phone bills go 
up, knowing that some of that money is being used to pay for some- 
body else to get free cell phones, and in many cases, in violation 
of the law itself, they have a right to be angry. And their anger 
is very justified when they look at the dramatic increase over the 
last few years of the cost of this program. 

I want to ask you, Ms. Veach, because it is being considered by 
some and there is legislation filed to expand this into broadband. 
I think that should tell you that if they filing a bill to expand it 
into broadband, that means that the law shouldn’t currently allow 
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you to provide broadband services for free to some people at a cost 
to other people. If they are filing a bill to try to make that legal, 
yet in your own testimony, you talk about a pilot program that you 
all have already undergone, started, to extend it to broadband. 
Under what legal authority — first of all, with all the fraud, waste, 
and abuse in the existing program, what legal authority do you 
have to actually broaden it even more? And whether you want to 
call it an Obama pad or a Bush pad or whatever you want to call 
it, you are already expanding this program into an area that the 
law doesn’t say you can expand it to, and in fact, when our col- 
leagues on the other side file a bill to do this, they are implying 
that you don’t have the legal authority to do it today. Where is that 
legal authority coming from? 

Ms. Veach. Thank you. Congressman. 

As you say, we have taken a small piece of the savings from the 
other reforms 

Mr. SCALISE. How much? 

Ms. Veach. Fourteen million dollars to initiate a broadband pilot 
that will inform us by testing different technologies, different types 
of speeds and so forth to see what we can do to 

Mr. ScALiSE. Under what — you tell me what you are doing. What 
legal authority do you have to do it? Fourteen million dollars of 
money that should be in the pockets of hardworking taxpayers to 
lower their cell phone bill. You know, and this is where we get to 
the, you know, the overall abuse of the program, but also the over- 
all public opinion of the program, because there are — you know, in 
Louisiana, a family of four making $35,000 a year is paying for 
this. They can’t get the free phone. You know, this is a family who 
made a decision, you know, if they have got their own cell phone, 
and let’s say they got broadband at their house, they are paying 
for that with after-tax dollars that they worked really hard for and 
they made tough decisions. They might not go out to eat one night 
because they — that is an important priority that they have set, and 
it angers them when now they are paying somebody else’s free cell 
phone bill. And then you have identified waste, fraud, and abuse 
that this committee had oversight on and that has been identified 
by many people. We are trying to clean up the fraud and abuse. 

I am cosponsor — not a cosponsor directly, but a supporter of leg- 
islation by Representative Griffin — I think there are other bills 
that would actually go back to the original intent and say no more 
free cell phones. But they are looking at this and they are saying 
I am paying for this. And if instead of saying oh, oK, we found 
waste, fraud, and abuse, what the government should be doing is 
saying that money — every quarter you assess the companies that 
ultimately taxpayers pay the bill. You assess them every quarter. 
You could lower their cell phone bill by the amount of money that 
you found in waste, fraud, and abuse that we directed you to go 
find in waste, fraud, and abuse. Instead, you have taken it upon 
yourself to take that money and not lower the cell phone bill for 
that family of four in Louisiana making $35,000 a year. They 
would like to see their bill lowered. They are struggling in tough 
times, but for whatever reason, you decided as a bureaucrat that 
you are just going to go create a new program that you are not 
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even legally authorized to create to spend that money, instead of 
letting them have that money hack in their pocket. 

So I would hope when you are trying to think of what to do with 
the money that you are finally uncovering from waste, fraud, and 
abuse, you don’t see it as some kind of honey pot that you can go 
and spend somewhere else. That is money that ought to he in those 
hardworking taxpayers’ pockets, not the government to spend on 
something else, but finally give them a break. Give the folks that 
are paying the freight a break so that they don’t have to pay as 
much, and maybe they can go out to eat one night with their family 
of four, instead of having to fund somebody’s free broadband and 
free cell phones and all this other stuff that they are irritated 
about. 

And the final thing is I would ask you to get us the list — because 
it has been asked before. Get us the list of the number of people 
that are in this in this Lifeline program that have free cell phones 
that actually pay out of their pocket to upgrade it. For whatever 
reason, they have got enough money to upgrade it, maybe they 
should be paying for their own phone and not having the govern- 
ment pay for it, not having that taxpayer pay for it. But will you 
get the committee the count of how many people that are in the 
program actually pay to upgrade their service? Can you get us 
that? 

Ms. Veach. We will work with your office to provide what we 
can, yes. 

Mr. SCALISE. We would like you to get us that count of how many 
people actually do that. 

I appreciate the chairman’s discretion, and I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. Walden. Gentleman yields back. 

I believe all the members have had an opportunity to ask at least 
the first round of questions. We are not going to do a second round, 
but there may be other questions for the record we would like you 
to address, and we may need to probe deeper into this issue from 
different angles, perhaps at a future hearing. 

Yes, I would recognize the gentlelady from California. 

Ms. Eshoo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like unanimous 
consent to place into the record the following. It is a listing of the 
2012 Top 10 High Cost Disbursements by States, and it also lists 
out the 2012 top 10 Lifetime Disbursements by States, and just 

Mr. Walden. Without objection. 

[The information appears at the conclusion of the hearing.] 

Ms. Eshoo. I just wanted to point out to the gentleman that in 
Louisiana, there is 110,927 — now these are — 110,927,000 and that 
is an overage — is that an overage? That is how much more the 
state gets. But I think this is instructive, so thank you for allowing 
us to place 

Mr. Walden. Without objection. 

Ms. Eshoo [continuing]. It in the record. 

Mr. Walden. And Mr. Long has returned, so we will turn to 5 
minutes of questioning from Mr. Long. 

Mr. Long. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you all for 
being here today. 
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Start with Billy Jack Gregg, if I can. On the slide that you 
showed earlier, the red line going across on Maryland, was that at 
the poverty line? 

Mr. Gregg. That was the number of low income households, 
households at 135 percent of the federal poverty guidelines or 
below. 

Mr. Long. So that was at the 135 percent level? 

Mr. Gregg. Right. 

Mr. Long. And your graph showed that there is a considerable 
number of people that are getting these phones that are above that 
income level, correct? 

Mr. Gregg. Right. Currently, for the most recent data, the total 
number of low income households in Maryland was about 304,000. 
The number of Lifeline subscribers was 654,000, so over double. 

Mr. Long. And my understanding — go to Ms. Veach now. My un- 
derstanding is that the FCC does not use that data, is that correct, 
or were you aware of that figure that so many more people above 
that should be not qualified to get this phone are actually getting 
it? 

Ms. Veach. Congressman, I have seen the information that Mr. 
Gregg provided, and we have also taken actions to ensure that only 
customers who are eligible to sign up and only one customer per 
household will be able to sign up. And we have, in fact, notified 
consumers when we have identified that they have duplicate 
phones that they are in violation of the rules and next time could 
be fined by the FCC for that violation. 

We are also standing up a database to prevent that from hap- 
pening again, and in the meantime, will continue to scrub the 
roles. 

Mr. Long. Staying with you, Ms. Veach, what percentage of 
users go over their free 200 minutes on their phones? 

Ms. Veach. I don’t have that, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Long. Could you get that and get back to us with that? 

Ms. Veach. We will work with your office to provide what we 
can, absolutely. 

Mr. Long. OK, thank you. That takes out the second part of my 
question. Ms. Veach, again, what percentage of the eligible popu- 
lation are Lifeline recipients? 

Ms. Veach. It is a complex estimate because we — you can be eli- 
gible either based on your income or by participation in another 
federal program. We estimate that is it about Vs of households. 

Mr. Long. About Vs of the eligible households 

Ms. Veach. That is right. 

Mr. Long [continuing]. Are receiving this phone? What — on this 
200 minutes that they get, if someone has their own personal cell 
phone and they have one of these phones we are talking about here 
today, and they forward their personal phone to their whatever you 
want to call it. Lifeline phone we will call it, and first use up their 
minutes there, do you know — have you looked into that or heard 
of any of that happening? 

Ms. Veach. I have not, but we take all allegations about abuse 
in the program very seriously and I would be happy to check with 
my team and get back to you on that. 
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Mr. Long. If you would I would appreciate that, because I have 
heard of that very thing. A congresswoman related to me yesterday 
that one of her constituents related to her that that is what she 
was doing with her phone was forwarding, and I am trying to 
check with some of the providers to see if that would even save 
money or not. Would that not use the minutes on their personal 
phone, anyone on the panel? 

Mr. Jones. Congressman, I would suggest each state does this 
differently. I know that when we designated ETCs, some were at 
200, 250, 300 minutes. We had the 800-number issue to deal with, 
if that would count. When you call an 800-number, does that count 
toward the minutes? We decided no. I would urge you to talk to 
Chairman Kinney of your Missouri Public Service Commission, be- 
cause they have designated these ETCs and Chairman Kinney and 
the staff of the Missouri commission can share with you the terms 
and conditions of all these ETCs. 

Mr. Long. OK. 

Ms. Gonzalez, going to you, you said, I believe, that 15,000 peo- 
ple of 15,000 per year and under make up Vs of the users of these 
phones, is that correct? 

Ms. Gonzalez. Under $15,000 a year make up the majority, I 
think about 80 percent, according to one provider. All the providers 
provide different 

Mr. Long. What I had in my notes here that I wrote down as 
you were speaking earlier, I thought you said Vs were under 15, Vs 
were over 65, and Vs were disabled. 

Ms. Gonzalez. No, please let me clarify. Nearly 80 percent, ac- 
cording to one provider, make under $15,000 a year, nearly Vs are 
over the age of 55, and over Vs are disabled. 

Mr. Long. OK. Mr. Guttman-McCabe, you said that these are 
not taxpayer funds that pay for these phones, so clarify again who 
is paying for these phones? 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. Sure. They come from the consumer and 
they go to USAC, so the carriers are given a percentage that they 
must pay, a number that they must pay, and that money 

Mr. Long. And is that not passed on to their customers? 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. It is passed on but it is not a budget line 
for it, it is not a debt or deficit number. It doesn’t touch the U.S. 
Treasury. 

Mr. Long. Oh, it doesn’t show up in the 42 percent more that 
we are spending in this country right now than we take in every 
year? It is not in that figure? 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. It is not in that figure. 

Mr. Long. But it is taken out of the economy from the people 
that 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. Although it is also put back into the 
economy 

Mr. Long. I am sorry? 

Mr. Walden. It is on your bill though? 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. It is on your bill. It is paid by the con- 
sumer but it is not a tax. It doesn’t touch the Treasury 

Mr. Long. Yes, but it is not a voluntary thing on your bill. The 
customer has to pay that if they want to keep their phone going. 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. They do. 
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Mr. Long. So that money is coming out of the economy? 

Mr. Guttman-McCabe. Yes, although arguably going back into 
the economy as part of the, you know, the companies that are hir- 
ing and paying employees, so it is almost circular, in a sense. But 
it is not a budget line, it is not a debt or deficit issue. It is not tar- 
geted to any budgetary implication. 

Mr. Long. OK, but I am very concerned to see Mr. Gregg’s fig- 
ures, for your benefit, Ms. Veach, where you have such a huge per- 
centage of people in the State of Maryland right next door here 
that are — have these phones that unless these figures are inac- 
curate, are not eligible to receive the phones because they make 
way above the 135 percent above the poverty level, so I would hope 
that somehow you all could take what you are not doing now, take 
this information from Mr. Gregg and research that, and if you will 
get back to me with those questions that I asked you earlier that 
you said you would get to me, I would appreciate it. 

And again, thank you all very much for being here, and Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back. 

Mr. Walden. Gentleman yields back the balance of his time. I 
think that wraps up our hearing. We appreciate, again, the testi- 
mony you have given, the information you have shared with us, the 
answers to our questions. I am sure there will be additional ques- 
tions that we may have back for you, maybe in a bipartisan way 
as well. So again, thank you for your participation today, and our 
hearing is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 12:28 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:] 

Prepared statement of Hon. Leonard Lance 

Thank you Mr. Chairman, 

I am pleased that the Subcommittee is holding this hearing today.I believe the 
federal Lifeline program, created during the Reagan Administration almost 30 years 
ago, provides an important public service, ensuring that all Americans, regardless 
of income, are able to take advantage of basic telecommunications services. 

But even the most laudable programs must be scrutinized to make certain they 
are being conducted in a fiscally responsible manner consistent with using taxpayer 
dollars wisely and efficiently. 

Like many of my colleagues I applauded the many reforms the FCC has enacted 
to the Lifeline program 

Last year the FCC instituted new rules that required carriers that received Life- 
line funds certify that their subscribers were eligible for the program, an effort to 
streamline the program and reduce waste. 

But as a result, according to a recent report from the Wall Street Journal, 41 per- 
cent of the roughly 6 million subscribers in the Lifeline program “either couldn’t 
demonstrate their eligibility or didn’t respond to requests for certification.” 

And despite reforms by the FCC to address waste, fraud and abuse in the pro- 
gram, spending on Lifeline increased 26 percent last year — rising from $1.75 billion 
in 2011 to $2.2 billion in 2012. 

I am optimistic that additional reforms scheduled to take effect this year — includ- 
ing annual recertification requirements, and independent audits — will provide great- 
er oversight of the Lifeline program and possibly discourage those companies and 
individuals who have taken advantage of the program and jeopardizing its future 
for those who desperately need it. 

I very much look forward to hearing the views of our panel today on ways we can 
work together to ensure that the federal Lifeline program is being conducted prop- 
erly and efficiently in the spirit in which it was created under President Reagan 
almost 30 years ago. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman, I yield back my time, 
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Wednesday, April 24, 2013 

A Balanced L ook a t L i fel i ne and Its Reform - Part II 

Posted by Randolph J. May at 8:30. PM 

The House Energy& Commerce Committee' s Subcommittee on Communications and 
Technology is holding a hearing_toniorro\y entitled, "The Lifeline Fund: Money Well Spent?" 

For a long time I've maintained the Lifeline fund provides an important "safety net" for those 
low-income persons who otherwise might go without communications service. Most recently, 1 
wrote about this in '.'A.,BaJanced Look at Lite line 

A balanced look at Lifeline means recognizing that it is important to root out fraud and abuse in 
the program, while also recognizing the positive role the program plays in today's society when 
being "connected" is more important than ever. 

We know this intuitively, and the hard evidence abounds. But an article in today's Wall Street 
Journal online, "How Your Smartpho ne C o uld Get You a Jo b." drives the point home again, 
especially with regard to the value of wireless phones made available to low income persons 
through Lifeline's subsidies. The article details how job-hunting is rapidly moving to mobile 
devices. Indeed, it refers to the IDC study predicting "that mobile devices w'ill overtake desktop 
and laptop computers as Americans preferred method for accessing the Internet by 2015." 
Interestingly, there is now a lot of data available indicating that minorities are more likely than 
non-minorities to own smartphones, and this phenomenon has helped to close the so-called 
"digital divide." No doubt Lifeline's subsidies that allow' low-income persons to obtain mobile 
devices has played a role in this regard. 

My FSF colleague, former FCC Commissioner Deborah Taylor Tate, has been a steadfast 
supporter of Lifeline. With the hearing tomorrow, her earlier pieces, ''A yital LiM^ and 
"FCC "s Lifeline Reforms Should Keep Low-Incom e Con sumers Connected." are w'orth reading 
again. 

Like me. former Commissioner Tate recognizes the need for Lifeline reforms, such as 
implementation of a functioning, accessible, and accurate eligibility database, to prevent abuse of 
the program. But past problems regarding screening and enforcing eligibility requirements are 
not a reason to ignore the program's value. 

Finally, like me, Commissioner Tate recognizes that the existence of a healthy Lifeline program 
means policymakers, if they are truly reform-minded, should focus on curtailing growth in other 
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parts of tlie progiam. such as ihe high-cost fund, where the subsidies to rural telcos are 
distributed on a more indiscriminate, less targeted basis. 

As she put it in "A V iial f Heiine": 

"And here's an important point about the Lifeline program that should be emphasized: The fact 
that the program exists, as a means of targeting subsidies to those truK in need, makes it easier to 
argue con\ iiicingly that tho.se parts of the overall LiSF program which distribute subsidies in a 
much more indiscriminate fashion, such as the high-co.st program, should be subject to hard caps 
and gradual reductions. 

So. when the House subcommittee convenes tomorrow. I hope it takes a balanced look at the 
Lifeline program, which o\er many years now. has enjoyed bipartisan support. 
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Back to prexioiLs nage 

‘Obama phones’ subsidy 
program draws new 
scrutiny on the Hill 

By Karen Tumuirv . Pubiishecl: April 9 

When someone in the Washington area begins to npe the 
presilem's last iiaine into the search box of Google's Itoire 
page, the top thi'ee terms it suggests as the iiwst popiibr 
selections are Obama. Obnimeare and . . . Obama phone. 

Obama phone? hotline, maybe, to the 0\al Office? 

Hardly. "Obaim phone” is the widely used — and misleading — iii'kiiaiue of a 2S-year-old federal program 
known as l.i:eii! 'B. It proxidcs discounts, averaging S‘). 2 5 a iTOtith. on phone service for 1.3.3 million low-income 
subscribens. 

In the 3’ A years after false nuixtrs started ttat the Obama adniiiiLsiration was giving free eellplioncs to poor 
people — and sixmontlis afieva racially charged video abort it went viral — a once-obsciu-e phone senice 
subsidy is getting rcnewed scrutiny on Capitol Hii 

There are growing calls in Congress to end or drasticalK cut back Lifeline; later tliis tnontli, tlie House Hnergv^ 
and Commerce Cominiiice will hold a hearing that could lielp detenrine its fate. 

’The program lias neai ly tripled in .size from S800 million iii 2('()9 to S2.2 billion per year in 201 2,” the senior 
Republicans on the Energv' and Commerce Comuiinee wrote in a March 26 letter to the Democratic minoriry. 
■'.American taxpavens — and we as ilieir elected representatives — need to know how much oftlik growth is 
because of waste, fi-aud and abuse.” 

Lifeline was begici not l\v President Obaira but imdcr Ronald Reagan. If expanded to include cellphone service 
din ing the presidenev' ofanother Republican. George W, Bush. 

In Obama's first term, amid ev idence ofvvidespread fraud, ilie Federal Communications Coir»nLs.sioii nxwed to 
crack down on the program sav ing vviBt it predicts will be S400 milfon this year, on top of S2 1 4 million in 
20 1 2 . 


Never mind all that. 'Gbani; phone” has stuck. 
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Repubiicaiii eqaloy it as shonhaiid for tlie excesses of a weliare stale. So prevafcnt is the catchphrase that some 
tcIcconimuiicaiioiK companic.s even market llie dfecouiiied service as an "Obama phone" — and ofieii add a 
live phone for iho.se who sign up. 


Lifeline's intent was inargiiabic cnougli: Phone serveo is "cntcial to foil participation in onr societv- and economy." 
the FCC noted in the order creattng Lifeline on .Ian. S. 1985. 

Expanding Lifeline to cellphone serv ice relfceted t»t onK'tecliiK>tog\' but also the reality ofhow poor people live. 
Uisi sear, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention found that sligitrly nvire titan lialf of adults in |toveity 
lived in hoitseliolds that had onl\' w ireless plione setvie. 

But in the \tew of many coiisenarives. the "Obama plione‘’has become Exliibit .A in the case against a liberal 
president who they believe is doling out goodies to irake people more dependent on government. It is a version 
of the iiifamoiis '‘47 percent’ aruuinent ttot GOP pre.SKlentbl candidate Mitt Romney nude last ye.ar. when he 
claimed iii a snrreptioiglv videotaped liindniiser that nearij'halflhe population supports Ohaira because it wants 
government tendouis. 

Lifeline made its way onto the radar screens of llie riglit with an anonvinous e- mail, wliich begtiii circulating in 
2009. It warned that fee "Obama phones" were being given to w elfarc recipients, along with 70 minutes of 
sen ice a month. "Tlie very foundations iluit this country was built on are being shaken." tlie e-niitilcr wrote. 

From there, the conspiracy llteories sprouted. Conservative talk radio last year was abittz w ith speculation that 
"Obama phuiies" had bccorae a means for tlie president's tech-savxy reeleciion campaign to get poor people 
and minorities to vote. 

Some ofil wa.s foeled by a video of an Obama supportenliat went viral about six weeks before the election and 
has been viewed ahnci.sr S inilHon times, 

"Eveiybody in Cleveland, low minority got Obama phone." a woman yclLs on ilie video. "Keep Obama in 
president, you know? He gave us a pluine."’ 

That narrative has lived on for some Obama critics as an alkaoiy iliat explains the president's worldview, “The 
president offers you See stuff but life policies keep you poor.” Sen. Rand PaullR-Ky.) said in tlie tea p.inv 
response to Obaim's State of the Unkiii address. "For those who are stmggling, we want to you to have 
something infinitely more valuable ilian a fi-ee plione.” 

And it has become woven into the cutTeiit fiscal argimients. House Speaker .lohn ,A. Boeliner (R-Oliio) tweeted 
on Feb. 19: "Xobody should be utlking about tax liiltes when goM fe spending taxpayer dollars on fee cell 
phoix's," 

Lifeline, however, is not liuided by axes; it stib-sists on tees that are tacked on to most phone bills. Tliaf fiind 
.siibsidize.s a number of programs, which in addition to Lifeline include telecommunicaiions service to naal and 
remote areas and to schools and libraries. 

Some SCO a racial diiiiension to the opposition. "Tlie sylbgisin is we all know — witik. wink ~ who is 
unde.sening and who are the takers." said David Honk , co-founder of she Minority Media and relecom 
Cmuicil. w hich pvcnxnes access to technology for the disadvantaged. "Hie president looks like iboni and he 
gives tilings away to theni" 
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I.-'-- X • L 1 ■rv.s o A As the Seintc dcKberatod on its biKiget in tne March. McC;;.skili 'a . . -_l_. 

■. ‘ in \oiing tors ixinbcKlBigainentinx^nt by Sen. David \’ittcr (R-I ..t • la' ca' m tor 

cix i 1 - 'he e phono v.cifrre program” 

The 7CC imp;.'nK‘]ifcd a set ofrcgiiiriicias hst year liiat required deuiiied audits e\er\’ two years ofconipanics 
im rcceh'e nx>ro thari S5 milikvn from Lifeline and Brfwsed new requirements on subscribers to arox'c t.veir 
c: oiaLp- ana rcccnih- it each >'car. 

'Hk' a,ccnc\’ tos abo rcoie'A'cd 12.5 miliion siibscrber records, eliminating h sa>> were I. ! ndbem E.:\!p..x-are 
suoscj'btKms. And it is iLwcioping a national database of LccJine siibscnners to prcieni fraud. 

Titiit. i 10 ^^ e^er. docs not .satLsty lawmakers such as Rep, 'liniGrilfritP^-Ark. >, who has written tj Douse bri to 
restrict riicprognun to land lines. 

i3e)ond the potenlia! for waste ami fraiKl. CirLdin said, die pnagram raises other questions. 

“\Shou d the federal go\-cniment be ghing people cc-’phoncs?” he said. ‘'WliaT .about iPads'l’ \\’hcrc do wc draw 
tiic Ibc on this stud?” 

.-Mice R, C'ritcs contribuicd To thisrepon. 

Discuss fhis topic and other paiiticid issues in the ; <1 ditics discu’-sion formns' . 
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April 23, 2013 
Chainnan Greg Walden 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 

Ranking Member Anna Eshoo 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 

RE; The Importance of Lifeline Phones to Individuals with Disabilities 

Dear Chairman Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, Members of the Subcommittee on 
Communications and Technology: 

The Center for Accessible Technology (CforAT), the Helen Keller National Center 
(HKNC), and the National Disability Rights Network (NDRN) jointly send this letter to 
stress the importance of the Lifeline program to low-income people with disabilities. 

CforAT is the nation’s oldest center on assistive technology for use by people with 
disabilities. We work directly with people with disabilities to provide access to 
computers and the network, work as an intervenor on telecormnunications issues at the 
California Public Utilities Commission on behalf of the disability community, and 
provide online services to enable people outside our local community to have access to 
tedmology infonnation relevant to people with disabilities. We are particularly Ibcused 
on how technology is used to access the network and the Internet. 

HKNC serves people who are deaf and blind, and its mission is to enable each person 
who is deaf-blind to live and work in their community of choice. Many individuals who 
are deaf-blind are unemployed and underserved. They are also just now signing up with 
the National Deaf Blind Equipment Program and some can benefit from the Lifeline 
program for support with the cost of telecommunications. 

NDRN is the national membership association for the Protection and Advocacy (P&A) 
and Client Assistance Program (CAP) agencies, the nationwide network of 
congressionally-mandated agencies that advocate on behalf of persons with disabilities in 
every state and territory. NDRN, the P&As, and CAPs promote a society where people 
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with disabilities enjoy equality of opportunity and are able to participate fully in 
community life by exercising informed choice and self-determination. Since the use of 
technology and telecommunications is an important way people with disabilities achieve 
full community integration, NORM, the P&As and CAPs are continually working to 
ensure that people with disabilities have access to these important technologies and 
devices. 

CforAT, HKNC and NDRIM are writing to you today in support of the Lifeline program. 
The Lifeline program provides affordable essential phone service to households with very 
low income, including many households containing a person with a disability. Phone 
connectivity is essential for reaching emergency services in a timely manner, and for 
maintaining connectivity to friends, family, employers, providers of social services, 
medical professionals, teachers, and for engaging in day to day activities such as refilling 
a prescription or finding out how much value remains on a prepaid card. We note that the 
standard wireless Lifeline product provides 250 minutes a month, which is a little over 4 
hours a month. We consider this to be a very modest amount of minutes. 

The Lifeline program is particularly important for individuals with disabilities. People 
with disabilities are the community with the highest levels of unemployment and under- 
employment. The disability community is also a community that is highly dependent on 
the netw'ork; people with disabilities use the network for health care issues, to decrease 
social isolation, and as a way of handling emergency issues. Without this connectivity, 
many people with disabilities may be unable to live independently, and may be forced 
into restrictive institutional care. For many people with disabilities, the network is not 
just a convenience - it is a critical life need, a true “lifeline” in every meaning of the 
word. 

The Lifeline program was recently refonned to prevent fraud, waste and abuse. The 
reforms affect both the consumer and the carriers. Lifeline applicants must now provide 
documentation to certify eligibility for the program before being able to receive Lifeline 
(proof of income or participation in a qualifying program such as SNAP). Lifeline 
consumers must also verify annually that they are still eligible for the program and if they 
fail to do so, they are disenrolled. Consumers must also certify, among other things, that 
their household has only one Lifeline account. Carriers, too, must now disclose if a 
phone service is part of the Lifeline program and that an eligible household is only 
allowed to have one Lifeline service. The Lifeline reforms also require an officer of the 
company to certify every month they seek reimbursement for providing discounted 
service that they are in compliance with the program rules and certify, under penally of 
perjury, that the infonnation on the claim fonns is true, accurate and complete. These 
refomis went into place last year and should be given a chance to roll-out before 
disrupting this vital public safety program. 

The Lifeline Program is one that is important to providing equal access to people with 
disabilities, and we urge you to support this valuable program. Thank you for your 
careflil review of this input. 
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Sincerely, 


/S/ 

Dmitri Belscr 

Executive Director 

Center for Accessible Technology 


/S/ 

Dorothy L, Walt, M.A. 

Regional Representative, Northwest Region 
Helen Keller National Center 

/S/ 

Curt Decker 

Executive Director 

National Disability Rights Network 
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April 24, 2013 


Chairman Greg Walden 
Subcommittee on Communications and 
Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 
2125 Rayburn HOB 
Washington, DC 20515 


Ranking Member Anna Eshoo 
Subcommittee on Communications and 
Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 
2125 Rayburn HOB 
Washington, DC 20515 


Re.: Importance and Value of the Lifeline Program 

Dear Chairman Walden and Ranking Member Eshoo: 

On behalf Asian American Justice Center (AAJC), member of Asian American Center for 
Advancing Justice, and Self-Help for the Elderly, we write to express our strong support for the 
Lifeline program. 

AAJC is dedicated to promoting a fair and equitable society for all by working for civil and 
human rights and empowering Asian Americans and other underserved communities. We 
provide the growing Asian American communities with multilingual support and culturally 
appropriate legal services, community education, and public policy and civil rights advocacy. In 
the communications field, AAJC works to promote universal access and reduce barriers to 
critical technology, services, and the media. 

Established in 1 966 to serve seniors in San Francisco’s Chinatown community, Self-Help for the 
Elderly’s mission is to promote the independence, dignity and self-worth of seniors by 
empowering seniors to help themselves and by providing a comprehensive range of multicultural 
and multilingual services. Self-Help for the Elderly serves over 35,000 seniors each year in San 
Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara and Alameda counties. AAJC and Self-Help for the Elderly 
recently partnered to administer Broadband Technology Opportunity Programs (BTOP) to 
increase broadband adoption in the Asian American community. 


The Lifeline program helps approximately 16 million low-income households gain access to 
critical phone services that provide them an invaluable connection to employment opportunities, 
emergency services, medical and social care, friends, and family. As the subcommittee 
considers major modifications to the Lifeline program, we urge the subcommittee to carefully 
weigh the benefits of the program and potential disruption of phone service to vulnerable 
populations. 

Significant Subgroups of Asian Americans Benefit from Lifeline 

Created by President Reagan in 1984, the Lifeline program currently supports low-income 
households gain access to wireline or wireless telephone service. Households at or below 135% 
of the federal poverty line or who participate in certain government assistance programs qualify 
for the program. 
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While some members of the Asian American community are faring well, others — particularly 
those in the Southeast Asian community — continue to face socioeconomic challenges specific to 
their subgroup that likely make eligible for the Lifeline program. For example, Laotian, 
Cambodian and Hmong Americans are more likely than any racial group to access cash public 
assistance.' Bangladeshi, Laotian, and Hmong Americans all have average per capita incomes of 
under $20,000 and Korean, Hmong, Laotian, Cambodian, Chinese, Vietnamese, and Bangladeshi 
seniors have above average poverty rates." 

Communication services are literally a “lifeline” for many Asian Americans because 
approximately one-third of Asian Americans are limited-English proficient (LEP).^ All of the 
ethnic groups listed above also have LEP rates above 40% and many live in linguistically 
isolated households. '* For example, Self-Help for the Elderly serv'es over 25,000 low-income 
monolingual (non-English) Asian Americans in San Francisco’s Chinatown who are enrolled or 
are eligible for Lifeline benefits. Having telephone service is critical for these individuals to stay 
in contact and communicate in their native language with medical professionals, social workers, 
family, friends, and emergency services. Without the Lifeline program LEP communities we 
serve would be further isolated by from critical social services and their communities by having 
their sole means of communications cut off. 

The FCC has made great efforts prevent waste, fraud, and abuse in the Lifeline program. 
Applicants must provide proof of eligibility and phone companies must certify they are 
providing services to eligible consumers. These major reforms have strengthened the Lifeline 
program and the FCC should have the opportunity to monitor the efficacy of these reforms 
before further changes are made to the programs. 

Thank you for your consideration on this very important topic. Please do not hesitate to contact 
Jason T. Lagria, AAJC Senior Staff Attorney, at 202-296-2300 ext. 122 if you have any 
questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 


Jason T. Lagria 
Senior Staff Attorney 
Media and Telecommunications 
Asian .American Justice Center 


' Asian Pacific American Legal Center & .Asian American Justice Center, A Community of Contrasts: Asian 
Americans in the United States 201 1 38 (2011). In 2007-2009 approximately 13% of Hmong, 7% of Cambodian, 
and 6% of Laotian American households accessed cash public assistance, compared to 5% of African .American and 
4% of Latino households. 

■ Id. at 36-37. 

Id. at 27. 

< Id. at 28-29. 



Anni Chung 
President and CEO 
Self-Help for the Elderly 
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April 23, 2013 
Chairman Greg Walden 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 

Ranking Member Anna Eshoo 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 

RE: The Importance of Lifeline Phones to Individuals with Disabilities 

Dear Chairman Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, Members of the Subcommittee 
on Communications and Technology: 

The National Disability Rights Network (NDRN) is the nonprofit membership 
organization for the federally mandated Protection and Advocacy (P&A) and 
Client Advocacy Program (CAP) agencies for individuals with disabilities. The 
P&As and CAPs were established by the United States Congress through eight 
separate programs to protect the rights of people with disabilities and their 
families through legal support, advocacy, referral, and education. The P&A and 
CAP network advocates for people with disabilities to receive appropriate 
services to allow them to live and work independently and fully integrated into the 
community. 

We are writing to express our support for the Lifeline program. The Lifeline 
program provides affordable essential phone service to households with very low 
incomes. Phone connectivity is essential for these households to reach 
emergency services in a timely manner, and to maintain connectivity to friends, 
family, employers, providers of social services, medical professionals, teachers, 
and for engaging in day to day activities such as refilling a prescription or finding 
out how much value remains on a prepaid card. The standard wireless Lifeline 
product provides 250 minutes a month, which is a little over 4 hours a month - a 
very modest amount. 

The Lifeline program is particularly important for individuals with disabilities. 
People with disabilities have nearly twice the level of unemployment and one 
third the labor force participation as individuals without a disability. People with 


900 Second Street NE. Suite 21 1 • Washington, DC 20002-3560 
TEL: 202.408.9514 * fax: 202.408.9520 » tty: 202.408.9521 
website: www.ndrn.org ‘ e-mail: infoibndrn .org 
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disabilities are highly dependent on telecommunications to take care of their 
health, to decrease social isolation, to handle emergencies, and find 
employment. Without the connectivity: afforded by. Lifeline, many people with 
disabilities would have difficulty living independently, and would have to resort to 
restrictive institutional care. For many people with disabilities, the Lifeline 
program is not just a convenience - it is a critical life need. 

The Lifeline program was recently reformed to prevent fraud, waste and abuse. 
The reforms affect both the consumer and the carriers. These reforms went into 
place last year and should be given a chance to roll-out before disrupting this 
vital public safety program. 

The Lifeline Program is one that is important to providing equal access to people 
with disabilities, and I urge you to support this valuable program. If you would 
like more information, please contact Patrick Wojahn at 202-408-9514, x102, or 
patrick.woiahn@ndrn.orq . Thank you for your careful review of this input. 


Sincerely, 



Curt Decker 
Executive Director 
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April 24,2013 
Chairman Greg Walden 

Subcommittee on Conmiunications and Tedmology 
CoJMOjttee on Energy and Commerce 

Ranking Member Anna Esfaoo 

Subcoiranittee on Communications and Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 

RE: Lifeline Phones are Essential for the Delivery of Health Care 

Dear Chairwati. Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, Members of the Subcommittee on Communicatjons and 
Technology: 

My name is Dr. Genevieve Freer; I am a pediatrician at Boston Medical Center, a safety-net hospital for the 
urban poor In the Boston metropolitan area. Many of my patients live in poverty, which exposes them to social 
factors - sucli as housing and utility instability - that are detrimental to health. Some of these social factors 
relate to legal rights and remedies, and thus part of my practice involves collaborating with Medical-Legal 
Partnership | Boston to assure that my patients get the legal care they need to get and stay healtliy. As I explain 
through real case studies detailed below, reliable phone service through the Lifeline program, is one of those 
social factors that has a direct to connection to whether my patients get adequate healthcare. This is especially 
the case for jny homeless patients. 

Homelessness is a permanent part of the landscape here in the Boston area, with its extremely Iiigh cost of 
living; it is very common for my patients to be marginally housed, meaning that they are doubled up with 
family members or friends, sleeping on couches or floors. Others are homeless and are living in shelter, in 
veMcles, in abandoned buildings, or outdoors. LatidUne phones are not a feasible option for these families, and 
because they cannot afford the price of a flill cellular plan all of these families depend upon Lifeline 
cellphones for communication - especially with their doctors. Lifeline cellphones are the ONLY way for 
them to be in touch with me and vice versa. 

I cannot overempliasize how important it is for my patients and femilies to have reliable, consistent phone 
access to me and to their other medical providers. Lack of access to phone service can, have an immediate and 
deleterious impact on my patients' health. This is true for .healthy children, whose parents may need to contact 
our clinic for routine medical advice regarding fever, injury, or other illness. Yet phone access is even more 
critically important for my most medically complex patients who require intense coordination of care with 
multiple sttbspecialties, including frequent pbone calls to arrange appointments, studies, and procedures. In tlie 
absence of a reliable mode of contact, these patients miss essential care and suffer unacceptable heaMi 
repercussions. 
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For example, a medically complex two year old with congenital heart disease, developmental delay and failure 
to thrive needs phone service to enable her parents to arrange for medical transport, delivery of special formula, 
and coniinunioate with tlie pharmacy about medications. Purtheimore, I need to be able to contact her family to 
be able to monitor her symptoms and to ensure medications are being taken as prescribed. Wlien I cannot 
reliably contact vulnerable fragile patients like this one, medications are administered incorrectly, significant 
symptoms are missed, and serious, avoidable complications result 

As another example, I often prescribe medications that are critically important to treat serious conditions such 
as pneumonia, urinary tract infection, and cellulitis, to name a few. If my patient’s family is unable to contact 
me about side effects, how to administer the medication, or to inform me that the pharmacy has failed to fill 
their prescription, potentially life threatening oonditions go untreated, jeopardizing my patients’ health and 
leading to preventable emergency room visits and hospitalizations. If a five year old patient with a developing 
pneumonia is sent home from the emergency department with a prescription for a specialized antibiotic, but is 
unable to fill his prescription due to lack of insurance coverage, hts femily may have no way to oontaot my 
office to inform me that he has not received appropriate treatment. The next time I hear of tills patient will be 
when he is hospitalized in our pediatric intensive care unit with severe respiratory distress due to untreated 
pneumonia. 

I can tell you that there is no clinical scenario more frustrating or concerning than when I am not able to 
reach the family of a patient with ongoing medical needs. If I see a three year old in clinic who has 
refi'actoiy asthma and symptoms of a worsening flare, I will treat him and send him home witli a plan for one of 
our clinical staff to call tlie next day to evaluate his status. If that family is homeless, there may be no other 
way to reach them dian a cell phone. 

Wlienever I discharge a fragile patient with complex medical problems, I worry that if that family is without 
cellphone access they will be unable to contact me, nor I them, and putting that patient at risk fox preventable 
medical complications. 

Tliese homeless and marginaliy housed families deserve access to Lifeline phone service regardless of where 
they live. Many of these families do not have sufficient money for food and public transportation, let alone 
bank accounts to manage monthly phone bills payments. Having a reliable phone number to reach a patient 
facilitates more effi cient deliver of cave. 

The recently reformed Lifeline program is essential for protecting the health and safety of some of the 
mo.st vulnerable populations in our society and it has a positive, and potentially life-saving, impact on my 
pediatric patients. Access to the program is improved rather than restricted. 
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For this reason, on behalf of Medical-Legal Partnersliip | Boston and my vulnerable patients who depend on 
Lifeline cellphone service to access health care, I urge this coramittee to ensure that the Lifeline program 
continues to fill its vitally important role in protecting my patients’ health and safety. 



so: JoHanna Flacks, Legal Director 
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April 23. 2013 


Chairman Greg Walden 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 

Ranking Member Anna Eshoo 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 

RE: The Importance of Lifeline Phones to Consumers with Limited Means 

Dear Chairman Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, Members of the 
Subcommittee on Communications and Technology: 

The Lifeline program provides modest. alTordable, essential phone service to 
low-income households and is literally a “lifeline" to jobs, emergency service, 
medical care, childcare, the school system, social services, family and 
community. The following organizations urge you to allow the recent round 
of reforms to take hold before precipitously altering this program: 

The National Consumer Law Center® (NCLC®) is a nonprofit that works 
for economic justice for low-income and other disadvantaged people in the 
U.S. through policy analysis and advocacy, publications, litigation, and 
training. NCLC has long been involved in the policy issues around the design 
of the Lifeline program as pan of its work to ensure affordable, reliable access 
to essential utility service for consumers with limited means, 

Advocates for Basic Legal Equality, Inc. (ABLE) is a regional non-profit 
law firm in Ohio that provides a full range of free, high quality legal services 
to low-income individuals and groups to help them achieve self-reliance, 
economic opportunity, and equal justice. ABLE serves clients in thirty-two 
counties in Northwest and Western Ohio as well as migrant farmworkers and 
immigrant workers statewide. Established in 1 969. ABLE has a long history 
of representing low-income clients in ail types of administrative advocacy and 
complex civil litigation, including consumer protection and utilities matters. 
Since 1995, ABLE attorneys have actively worked on behalf of community 
organizations to expand access and ensure affordability of 
telecommunications services. 

The Benton Foundation' works to ensure that media and telecommunications 
serve the public interest and enhance our democracy. 


' The Benton Foundation is a nonprofit organization dedicated to promoting 
communication in the public interest. These comments reflect the institutional view of the 
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Benton pursues this mission by seeking policy solutions that support the values of access, 
diversity and equity, and by demonstrating the value of media and telecommunications for 
improving the quality of life for all. Benton has long advocated for the ubiquitous 
telecommunications access for all Americans. 

The Center of Media Justice is a non-profit whose mission is to create media and cultural 
conditions that strengthen movements for racial justice, economic equity and human rights. 

Connecticut Legal Services is a nonprofit law firm that provides advice and representation to 
low income households and pursues policies to protect and enforce their legal rights. 

The Greenlining Institute is a research, advocacy, and leadership development organization 
working for racial and economic justice. We believe that everyone, regardless of race or income, 
should have a fair chance to achieve the American Dream. 

The Low Income Utility Advocacy Project (LIUAP) engages in administrative 
and legislative advocacy in Illinois in the utility/energy area on behalf of low 
income households and not-for-profits. It is a project of the Shriver Poverty Law 
Center, Voices for Illinois Children and Heartland Alliance for Human Needs and 
Human Justice 

The Legal Services Advocacy Project, is a division of Mid-Minnesota Legal Aid, providing 
legislative and administrative advocacy on behalf of the seven regional legal services programs 
and on behalf of low-income Minnesotans statewide. 

New Jersey SHARES, Inc. is a statewide non-profit corporation primarily providing assistance 
to individuals and families in need of help meeting their energy and utility burden, Through 
assistance, advocacy, community outreach, education, information and referral, ^^'e connect low 
and moderate income households with available resources. 

The Ohio Poverty Law Center is a nonprofit law office that pursues statewide policy and 
systemic advocacy to expand, protect, and enforce the legal rights of low-income Ohioans. 

Open Access Connections facilitate communications services to encourage self-determination 
and stronger community connections for low-income and homeless people. We do this by 
advocating for and providing free communication tools for people in need. 

Pro Seniors is a non-profit organization that provides free legal and long-term care help to older 
adults. Pro Seniors offers Ohio residents age 60 and older the advice and infonnation they need 
to solve their legal and nursing home, adult care facility, and home health care problems. 
Springwire ( w w w' . snri n a w i re. u s) is a national non-profit organization that provides 
communication technologies and information services to more than 50.000 people living in 
poverty in the United States and Canada, through a network of more than 1.400 social service 
agencies in 320 communities. Using these tools and services. Springwire enables those facing 
poverty and homelessness to directly connect to critical resources to secure employment, housing, 
health care, social services and other forms of support. 

Lifeline Provides Affordable No-Frills Voice Service: The Lifeline program has been in 
existence since 1985 and evolved to include wireless service in 2005. The current Lifeline 


Foundation and, unless obvious from the text, are not intended to reflect the views of individual Foundation 
officers, directors, or advisors. 
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program provides a discount on voice service via traditional landline local service or wireless 
service. Carriers are approved by states or the FCC to participate in the Lifeline program. The 
wireline Lifeline phone service provides a discounted rate on traditional phone service to the 
home. Wireless Lifeline is an evolving product in terms of number of minutes covered by the 
$9.25 per month covered by the Lifeline program. Typically it is a modest prepaid service 
requiring no deposit, often including a free handset and 250 minutes a month (a little over 4 
hours of phone service a month for incoming and outgoing calls). Lifeline households can 
purchase additional minutes to add to their plan. The current Lifeline program does not cover 
data, but there is a small Lifeline broadband pilot that w'as part of the recent reform decision and 
is rolling out now. 

Lifeline Enhances the Network Effect: The communications network has more value the more 
people are connected to it and access is increasingly important. Expectation of instantaneous 
connection has become the societal norm for those w'ho can readily afford smart phones and 
broadband connectivity via multiple devices. It is increasingly an expectation of employers to 
readily reach employees or perspective employees. Yet, having reliable access to a wireline and 
w ireless connection is not readily affordable for households of modest means and the Lifeline 
program only covers one phone service per household. Even with its limitations. Lifeline plays 
an important and unique role in the provision of basic essential voice connectivity for low- 
income households. 

The Importance of the Lifeline Program: The Lifeline program provides no-frills basic phone 
service to households at or below 135% of poverty (around $26,400 a year for a family of 3) and 
households participating in needs-based assistance programs such as Medicaid, SNAP SSI, 
Public Housing Assistance, LIHEAP. TANF or the National School Lunch Free Lunch Program. 
Recent surveys of wireless Lifeline customers show; 

• Around half are over 45 to 50 years of age, with a substantial percent over sixty." 

• Veterans participate.^ 

• Consumers with disabilities participate.'' 

• A large percent are unemployed or underemployed and use their Lifeline service to find 
work.^ 

• Lifeline service provides access to healthcare.* 


'See Sprint, Ex Parte Presentation, FCC WC Docket 1 1-42, April 10, 2013 (“Sprint April 10, 2013 ex parte’')(“60% 
of customers are over the age of 45, nearly a third of customers are over 55 years old.”); TracFone Ex Parte 
Presentation, FCC WC Docket 11-42, WC Docket 03-109, .April 5, 2013 (“TracFone April 5, 2013 ex parte“)(“43% 
are older than age 56 (nearly 20% are older than 66”); TAG Mobile, Ex Parte Presentation, WC Docket 1 1-43, April 
17, 2013 (“TAG ex parte April 17, 2013”)(“Over 47%of repondents are 50 or older and nearly 16% are 60 or 
older,”) 

' See TAG ex parte .April 17, 2013 (nearly 13% of their customers are veterans); and TracFone April 5, 2013 ex 
parte (10% of their Lifeiine customers are veterans). 

^ See Sprint .April 10, 2013 ex parte (36% have disabilities) 

'See Sprint April 1 0, 2013 ex parte (32% report they are temporarily unemployed and over half their customers use 
their Lifeline service to .stay in touch with their current employer or to seek employment); TracFone .April 5, 2013 
ex parte (26% are employed, but only 1 3% of those are full-time; 70% use their Lifeline service to look for work or 
remain employed); T.AG ex parte April 1 7, 2013 (less than 26% are employed and over half of those employed are 
only employed part-time; 86% use their Lifeline service to look for work or remain employed) 
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• Lifeline service provides an introduction to wireless serviceJ 

Low-Income households move more often than non-low-income households: It is vita! that 
Lifeline remain technology neutral and include wireless service, particularly because of the high 
levels of geographic mobility. Certain populations move more frequently than others. 

According to the US Census, over half of households below poverty moved and almost two- 
thirds of renters moved within a 5-year period. African-American, Asian and Hispanic or Latino 
households move more often than white households. The unemployed move more often than the 
employed. Over half of separated households and 40% of divorced households move within a 5- 
year period compared to 1 8% for married households.* 

Low-income households resort to doubling-up and using shelters for housing: scenarios 
where more than one eligible household can live at the same postal address; A sad reality for 
households with limited means is an inability to afford housing. The bleak economic effects of 
the recession resulted in an 1 1 .4% increase in the number of people doubling up between 2007 
and 2010 (affecting 22 million households).’ There are also group housing situations, such as 
single-room occupancies (SROs), nursing homes, group homes for those with disabilities, 
domestic violence shelters, w'here the dwelling units may not have their owm US Postal service 
address'® although the occupants are separate households. These are amongst the most fragile of 
low-income households and a group most in need of wireless Lifeline service to achieve self- 
sufficiency or independence. 

Lifeline service is a lifeline for the working poor and the unemployed: A substantial number 
of Lifeline participants are unemployed or underemployed. A stable phone number is essential 
for a low-wage worker to pick up extra shifts or jobs. Phone service is also important to 
coordinate transportation to and from work and to notify an employer if work will be missed due 
to an emergency, thus helping to maintain employment. If the worker has young children, the 
phone is important for coordinating childcare logistics and to remain in contact in case the child 
is sick or in an emergency.' ' 

Lifeline enhances the efficient operation of other assistance programs: Increasingly social 
services supports are accessed electronically, through centralized cal! centers and internet sites. 
While Lifeline program is limited to voice service, this provides access to critical programs, 
allowing checking on the status of benefits, re-certification of program eligibility, obtaining 
notice of trainings, interviews, w’ork assignments, etc. It is worthy of investigation to determine 
whether the currently offered 250 minutes (a little over 4 hours a montli) is adequate, given this 
trend in program delivery, especially where wait times can be long and call backs are common. 


^ Sprint April 10, 2013 e.x parte (54% use their Lifeline service to stay in touch with doctors and for other health 
care-reiated purposes). 

^ Sprint .April 10, 2013 ex parte (nearly 50% are new to wireless service). 

*David K. Ihrke and Carol S. Faber, Geographical Mobility; 2005 to 2010, Li.S. Census (Dec. 2012) at pp. 4-5. 

Michael Fletcher. Census Bureau: Millions more Americans shared households in face of recession, Washington 
Post (June 20, 20 12). 

"* We note that in this time of extreme budget challenges, it is unlikely the US Postal service would be able to 
accommodate the creation of more mailing addresses to accommodate the Lifeline program. 

' ' See David Super, Professor, Georgetown University, FCC Ex Parte in WC Docket No. 1 1 -42; WC Docket No, 03- 
1 09; CC Docket No. 96-45 (Nov, 7, 20 1 1 ). 
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Other agencies see the value of the Lifeline program in their administration of services. The 
Department of Veterans Affairs, Homeless Veterans Initiative Office asked the FCC to consider 
establishing automatic eligibility for Lifeline for veterans participating in the Department of 
Veterans Affairs Homeless Veterans Program. The arguments are applicable to a range of 
e.xisting assistance programs: 

Lifeline Telephone services will allow the Department of Veteran Affairs and its 
community partners to expand outreach access and coordinate essential services 
for Veterans and Veteran Families. It will assist in overcoming many of the 
Veteran unique barriers to preventing and eliminating Veteran homelessness such 
as receiving appropriate healthcare and surmounting the disproportionately high 
unemployment rate among Veterans in a very competitive, economy driven 
market. In addition, such services provide more ready access to other supportive 
services, as well as preventative and emergency services. In addition, it permits 
case workers to provide more frequent contact with this most vulnerable 
population and therefore, eliminate the isolation that places them at increased risk 
for homelessness.'” 

Lifeline also helps the medical community provide care: Health care providers 
treating low-income patients can find it difficult to foilow'-up with their patients without 
reliable phone service. A pediatrician who practices in the inner-city and whose patients 
are very young and fragile described why the Lifeline service is so important. When she 
treats a 2-year old with a congenital heart condition, developmental delay and a failure to 
thrive, she needs to be able to reach the parents to arrange for medical transport and 
delivery of special formula, and ensure that medications are taken as prescribed to avoid 
serious complications. The ability of parents of medically fragile young children to reach 
her immediately when there is a problem can mean the difference between treating a 
developing pneumonia with medication or treating the child in the pediatric intensive care 
unit with severe respiratory distress.'^ 

Lifeline is essential in emergency situations: The no-frills Lifeline voice service is 
important for protecting public health and safety. This includes the ability to call 91 1 for 
help in an emergency as well as the ability to be contacted (e.g., the ability of the school 
to contact a parent or guardian when a child is sick or injured).'"* Increasingly 
communities are relying on reverse 91 1 to warn residents in emergencies. 

The Lifeline Program has Undergone Serious Reforms That Should be Allowed to Play 
Out: The recent Lifeline reform has put the program on more secure footing and made it more 


'■ See Peter Dougherty, Assistant Executive Director, Homeless Veterans initiative Office. Department of Veteran 
Affairs, FCC Notice of ex parte communication (Aug. 23, 2011). 

” See Health Perspective: Dr. Genevieve Freer, pediatric medical director for the Medical-Legal Partnership - 
Boston at Boston Medical Center, pp. 1 8-20 attached to the Reply Comments of Consumer Groups in Response to 
the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on the Lifeline and Link-Up Reforms and Modernization, in the FCC WC 
Docket No. 11-42, CC Docket No. 96-45, and VVC Docket No. 03-109 (May 25, 2011). 

See Tiffany L. Craig. The Lifeline Phone Program: When answering a cry for heip requires a phone call, 
Washington Post letter to the editor (April 15, 2013)(mental health therapist in Baltimore says that Lifeline would 
have helped secure timely care an reduced trauma when a 3"“ grader tried to commit suicide and the mother did not 
have phone service). 
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uniform between states. The FCC eliminated the Link Up program and ramped down toll 
limitation service. The Link Up program was created to help cover the cost of establishing a 
wireline connection in a home and toll limitation was designed to avoid expensive long distance 
charges that could make the phone bill unaffordable. The FCC tightened enrollment procedures 
for consumers. Obtaining and retaining Lifeline service has become more burdensome for 
consumers which may well account for enrollment drop-off. Lifeline applicants must provide 
documentation of eligibility (e.g., proof of SNAP participation) before being approved for 
Lifeline service. Consumers must also re-certify eligibility annually or they will be de-enrolled 
from the program. Applicants must also provide their date of birth, partial social security 
number in addition to their address for a duplicates check. If the address has other Lifeline 
households, then the applicant must fill out a Household worksheet to determine eligibility. 
There are a number of certifications made under penalty of perjury under these new reforms. 

Carriers also have new requirements to prevent waste, fraud and abuse. They must now' clearly 
disclose if a particular service is a Lifeline service. It w'as not always clear in the past whether a 
particular product was part of the Lifeline program. Carriers must disclose that there is only one 
Lifeline phone per household permitted under the program rules. An officer of the company 
must certify under penalty of perjury that the company is in compliance with the Lifeline rules, 
has obtained valid certifications from the applicants, and that the information in the monthly 
reimbursement request from the universal services fund is true, accurate and complete. The 
carrier must also de-enroll a customer from Lifeline if a prepaid wireless phone is unused for 60 
days, if the Lifeline customer fails to re-certify eligibility, and in the case of duplicate service. 
The reform also includes the creation of a national duplicates database that is expected to be 
constructed sometime this year. 

These reforms are dramatic and drastic and targeted to address the pre-reform Lifeline program 
weaknesses. Lifeline is a vital program that protects health and safety and helps struggling 
households achieve Independence. These reforms should be given a chance to operate before 
subjecting this vital program to disruption. 


Sincerely, 



la 






Olivia Wein, 

Staff Attorney 

National Consumer Law Center 


On behalf of its low-income clients and the Joint Consumers listed above. 
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April 22, 2013 
Chairman Greg Walden 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 

Ranking Member Anna Eshoo 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 

RE: Lifeline Telephones are Essential for the Public Safety, Economy and the Health 
and Well-being of all Members of our Society 

Dear Chairman Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, Members of the Subcommittee on 
Communications and Technology: 

The undersigned organizations, representing communities of color, low-income 
customers and rural communities, are writing to express our support for the federal 
Lifeline Telephone program. Lifeline telephone service is an essential element of 
the national, statutory goal of promoting universal phone service so that 
"Consumers in all regions of the Nation, including low-income consumers,..," have 
access to modern telecommunications service.^ Lifeline is vital to ensuring that low 
income families can communicate with employers and potential employers, health 
care, schools, social services, veterans' support providers and public safety 
resources. 

The Lifeline program is not perfect and needs to be improved. But the notion 
portrayed in some press reports that the Lifeline program primarily exists to 
promote fraud and wasteful use of funds is inaccurate, misleading and directs 
attention away from legitimate problems that must be addressed to improve the 
effectiveness of the program by ensuring that eligible consumers are able to enroll. 

It is true that the size of the Lifeline fund has risen significantly, largely due to the 
growth in pre-paid wireless. There are good reasons for this. Pre-paid wireless is an 
important option for households that require a cell phone to secure and retain 
employment, or that must relocate periodically. There have been well documented 
cases of pre-paid wireless companies collecting Lifeline surcharges for phones in the 
possession of households that also subscribe to another Lifeline service. But what 
the press reports fail to mention is that while there are a handful of customers that 
flout their possession of multiple Lifeline phones, relatively speaking these 


Teiecommunicalions Act of 1996, 47 U.S.C. 254(b)(3) 
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situations are few and far between. By far, the biggest impact on the fund is caused 
by unethical business practices on the part of pre-paid wireless providers, practices 
that the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has already taken steps to 
eliminate. 

In a competitive market, a customer should be able to stop using a pre-paid service 
and switch to another service. That is a perfectly legitimate practice for ail 
customers, including those on Lifeline. The over-draws on the Lifeline fund have 
primarily resulted from the original carrier continuing to collect a subsidy from 
customers who have discontinued the service and from unscrupulous free phone 
give-a-ways by pre-paid wireless companies. These companies are treating Lifeline 
as a profit center, to the detriment of all customers. The FCC has taken steps to 
prevent this in its recent 2012 Lifeline Reform Order, creating a national database to 
allow carriers to determine whether a customer is already receiving Lifeline 
service.^ Several states have taken action to ciamp down on unscrupulous 
providers.^ More time is needed before Congress should conclude that these 
reforms are insufficient. 

We, the undersigned organizations applaud the efforts to stop unscrupulous 
telecom companies from milking the fund. All customers pay to support the Lifeline 
fund, including the working poor, those on low incomes who are not quite poor 
enough to be eligible for Lifeline. But the reforms should not impede the ability of 
households that qualify for Lifeline to receive the service. 

Lost in the discussion is the fact that the major problems with Lifeline fraud are 
largely limited to a handful of states. The FCC and state regulators have moved 
forcefully to crack down on the companies involved. 


■ in the Matter of Lifeline and Link Up Reform and Modernization, WC Docket No.l 1-42; Lifeline and 
Link Up, WC Docket No. 03-109; Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service. CC Docket No, 96-45; 
Advancing Broadband Availability Through Digital Literacy Training, WC Docket No. 12-23. Report and 
Order and Funher Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Adopted January 31, 2012. 

^ See, for example, Indiana Regulatory Commission, In the Matter of the Indiana Utility’ Regulatoiy 
Commission's Investigation ofTerraCom. Inc. and its Compliance with the Orders of this Commission., 
Cause No. 4423, April 17, 2013; Oklahoma Corporation Commission staff begins review of low-income 
phone subsidy program, NewsOK (The Oklahoman), February 21, 2013, NewsOK Oklahoma show caus e 
Public Service Commission bans phone company, investigates reports of fraud, Wisconsin State 
Journal, December 1. 201 1 . hup: .■'liosl. m adi sQn.co m./ news/local/pub lic-serv i ce-commissjon-bans-phQne- 
compaiiv-investiaateLS-reporis-of-rraud/article 365D388-lc7d-l lel-b8eb-0Q1871eBce6c.html 
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More importantly, the most recent publicly available data on Lifeline subscribership 
prepared by the Universal Service Administrative Committee (USAC), shows that in 
44 states, 50% or fewer households who are eligible for Lifeline actually 
receive the service. And in 17 states, 20% or fewer eligible households 
receive Lifeline service. Millions of people who are eligible for Lifeline - seniors, 
veterans, disabled people, low-income families - do not receive the service.'^ 

While the FCC's reforms are no doubt well intentioned, they have had the 
unfortunate effect of bumping many eligible customers off of the Lifeline program. 
This is partially due to confusion while the database is being put together and 
partially due to new requirements that make it difficult or impossible for those who 
are Lifeline eligible to receive the service. 

A key factor is the requirement that Lifeline customers re-certify and the failure to 
accept automatic enrollment of households in other low income programs. This has 
frustrated the efforts of states to increase the numbers of low income households 
receiving Lifeline. Low income households are, by definition, already under a great 
deal of stress as they struggle to survive in a difficult economy. Many Lifeline 
customers must move frequently. Being bumped unceremoniously off of Lifedine 
and failing to recertify is portrayed by some as an indication of fraud, but in reality it 
is the result of having to cope with yet another hurdle to receiving an essential 
service. 

Moreover, many eligible households do not receive Lifeline due to the new 
requirement that Lifeline customers provide Social Security Numbers (SSNs). 

Lifeline should be available to all eligible households, including those who do not 
have SSNs. The Congress is in the process of crafting immigration legislation that 
will provide a path to citizenship for immigrants who are not in the country legally. 
There are many low income households in this country who cannot provide SSNs, 
who contribute greatly to our society and economy, who cannot receive Lifeline 
even though they are eligible. 

Lifeline telephone service is vital to the ability of all people to participate effectively 
in our society. We support the efforts of the FCC and states to enact reforms for 
preventing unscrupulous companies from taking undue advantage of Lifeline 
subsidy funds. But the program needs to be fixed. The FCC needs to work with 
states and with low-income consumer advocates to ensure that the millions of 
Americans who need affordable communication services can use the Lifeline 


Universal Service Administrative Committee, 20 JO Participation Rates by State, USA C 2010 
Participation Rates by Slate 
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program. Above ail, Congress should recognize that Lifeline is a vital program that 
benefits not only those who need Lifeline, but all of society. 


Sincerely, 

Center for Media Justice The Utility Reform Network 






Lower bills. Livable planet 


Additiona l signers: 

1. Media Action Grassroots Network 

2. Art Is Change 

3. Center for Rural Strategies 

4. The Center for Social inclusion 

5. Central City Single Residence Only Collaborative 

6. Centro La Familia Advocacy Services Inc. 

7. Chicago Media Artion 

8. Community Media Services 

9. Community Media Workshop 

10. Congregation Organized for Prophetic Engagement - COPE 

11. Global Action Project 

12. Generation Justice 

13. Institute for Local Self-Reliance 

14. Instituto de Educacion Popular del Sur de California 

15. Main Street Project 

16. Media Alliance 

17. Media Literacy Project 

18. Open Access Connections 

19. The Praxis Project 

20. Southtvest Workers Union 

21. Rural Broadband Policy Group 

22. Urbana-Champaign Independent Media Center 

23. Working Narratives 
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Why Lifeline Works 
What the Adwocates are Saying 

These comments were compiled from a Consumer Action petition sent out to 
communities across the country. More than 1,000 advocates and individuals have 
signed the petition as of close of business April 23, 2013. The full petition is provided as 
a separate document. We have selected some of the comments to provide a brief 
overview of why the Wireless Lifeline Program works and of the difference the service is 
making across the nation. 

• "As a community action agency, in providing various resources to the poor, a 
telephone is the "lifeline" to important services (medical, school, job search, and 
other daily emergencies.) Many of these individuals are in hard-to-reach area.s of 
services and their only means of contact for many services is via "affordable" 
telephone services." -Community Action Partnership 

• "I work with veterans and find they need this service to stay in touch. They often 
lose their ceil phone service because they can't pay their bill. It is vital for us to 
stay in touch with our vets to make sure they get their services." 

-Eden Information & Referral 

• "We serve the working poor community whose lives are dependent on wireless 
phones. Due to difficult circumstances, many of our families live in slum 
conditions, have to move often to follow Job possibilities and their lifestyle is not 
conducive to land lines. Yet, it is critical that they be able to stay connected to 
loved ones. Mobile phones are the vehicle for this - do not remove this critical 
benefit." -Centro Latino de Education Popular 

• "As a case manager I assist numerous clients who are very low income. We need 
this program. Our families need this program. Without this program our families 
would really be lacking the connection with the school and their children. I 
support this program," -Norwood St. Healthy Start Program 

• "The Lifeline Program is a vital support for vulnerable people in our community. 
As a physician at the county hospital, i treat many patients whose access to 
communication services is vital for their health and need services like this." - 
Nicholas N. 


Consumer Action; Why Lifeline Works, Summary of Online Petition 
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• "It is essential for low-income individuals to have a cell phone for safety and to 
pursue employment and housing. As a Social Worker I have seen the value of 
these phones time and time again to help people move towards independence." 
-Lindsay C. 

• "We have 32 frail seniors using this valuable system. Please do not cut these 
services." -Cecilia M. 

• "Wireless is becoming necessary for everyone in this country but many are 
excluded because they are low income or live in a rural area." -Carol P. 

• "Wireless helps low-income families to find employment, stay in contact with 
schools, contact healthcare providers and seek help in an emergency. Low- 
incomes families should have the same opportunities as everyone else." 

-Audrey P. 

• "It has been vital for my clients to keep up appointments, follow up with their 
case managers, find and keep jobs, check on their children, etc. There are no 
other alternatives such as pay phones anymore. Do not cut this important and 
life saving device!" -Isabel K. 

• "This has been one of the most successful antipoverty programs developed. With 
fairly low administrative overhead, in a revenue neutral way, it provides millions 
of people with the essential tool of communication for economic and social 
engagement - the phone." -Harold F. 

• "I have an 85 year old mother who lives on $1,100 a month. I want her to be 
safe. The Lifeline phone program can make that happen for her and others like 
her." -Marma M. 

• "Without Lifeline, I wouldn't have been able to call my sons' school. I wouldn't 
have been able to schedule doctor's appointments. Their father, who was active 
duty military, wouldn't have been able to call them. Their grandparents wouldn't 
have been able to call them. Two years after my divorce was granted, 1 returned 
to college full time. Without Lifeline, I wouldn't have been able to call my 
professors, or pick up extra hours at my part-time, on-campus jobs."- Donnarae 
M. 

• "This truly is a lifeline for so many people who may live in rural areas, like Idaho, 
where there are long distances to medical facilities. NOT paid for with tax payer 
money, it is one of the real benefits of technology for those In need." -Liz C. 

• "I work in human services and have seen how having a telephone number where 
an employer can reach you will have an impact on obtaining a job. if they can't 
reach you, you don't get offered the jobi" -Victoria N, 


Consumer Action: Why Lifeline Works, Summary of Online Petition 
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• "I work with domestic violence clients who often use these phones as a true 
lifeline.'" -Lisa M. 

• "For many low-income families and to many battered women in shelters, this is 
the only thing that maintains their contact with their loved ones and 
authorities." -Yussuf I. 

• "Low income individuals in rural America require access through 
telecommunications largely because that is often the only means of connectivity. 
They cannot access public transportation for face-to-face connectivity because it 
does not exist." -Maria W. 

• "Because communication is a basic right. Lifeline provides an opportunity for the 
neediest Americans to access jobs and education and to communicate with their 
families." -Jessica 6. 


Individuals from the Following Organizations Signed On 
to Consumer Action's Wireless Lifeline Petition: 

• Latino Economic Development Corp. (DC) 

• National Consumers League (DC) 

• Arizona Consumers Council (AZ) 

• City of Phoenix Family Services Center (AZ) 

• Asian Law Alliance (CA) 

• California Capital Financial Dev. Corp. 

• Catholic Charities of the East Bay (CA) 

• Center for Aging Resources (CFAR) 

• Centro Latino de Education Popular (CA) 

• Chinatown Child Development Center (CA) 

• Chinatown Services Center (CA) 

• ClearPoint Credit Counseling Solutions (CA) 

• Community Action Partnership (CA) 

• Community Legal Research (CA) 

• Community Technology Network (CA) 

• Community Union (CA) 

• Consumer Credit Counseling Service, Kern and Tulare Counties (CA) 

• Eden Information and Referral (CA) 

• Enhancing Forward Action Inc. (CA) 

• Haven Neighborhood Services (CA) 

• High Desert Multi-Cultural Coalition (CA) 

• Independent Living Resource Center, San Francisco (CA) 

• Norwood Street Healthy Start Program (CA) 


Consumer Action: Why Lifeline Works, Summary of Online Petition 
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• Oakland Lao Family Community (CA) 

• Pacific Beach Taylor Branch Library (CA) 

• San Joaquin Country Aging & Community Services (CA) 

• Solomon and Brenner, LLP (CA) 

• Temple Community Outreach Church (CA) 

• Watts Century Latino Organization (CA) 

• Consumer Credit Counseling Service of West Florida (FL) 

• Consumer Credit Counseling Service of Savannah (GA) 

• Chinese American Service League (ILj 

• Helen M. Plum Memorial Library (IL) 

• Maryland CASH (Creating Assets, Savings and Hope) Campaign (MD) 

• Family and Community Development Center (Ml) 

• Goodwill of Greater Grand Rapids (Ml) 

• Jewish Vocational Services (Southfield Office), (Ml) 

• University of Minnesota Extension Services (MN) 

• R.A.AI- Ready, Aim, Advocate! Committee (MO) 

• Newark Now (NJ) 

• Airman & Family Readiness Center (NM) 

• Fair Housing Council of CNY (NY) 

• Community Link (NC) 

• North Carolina Fair Housing Center (NC) 

• Erie County Human Relations Commission (PA) 

• Binghampton Development Corp. (TN) 

• Georgetown Housing Authority (TX) 

• Goodwill Industries of Central East Texas (TX) 

• Path Mark Ministries Inc. (TX) 

• Sheltering Arms Senior Services (TX) 

• South Texas Civil Rights Project (TX) 

• Cornerstone Financial Education (UT) 

• Arlington Employment Center (VA) 

• TACID (Tacoma Area Coalition of Individuals with Disabilities (WA) 

• Community Action Coalition for South Central Wisconsin, Inc. (Wl) 


For more information about this document or the Save Wireless Lifeline Petition, 
contact; 

Linda Sherry 

Director, National Priorities 
Consumer Action 

linda.sherry@consumer-action.org 

202 - 544-3088 


Consumer Action: Why Lifeline Works, Summary of Online Petition 
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Petition to “Save Wireless Lifelirwr THe pe^tion wras created by Consumer Actlonlwww.eonsumef'ectlofrvOi^) 


First Name 

Last Name 

Zip 

State 

Organizattofl 

Commersts 

Date of signature 

Kathy 

Li 

9410S 

CA 


1 know many people especially seniors who depend 
on this service in SF Bay Area. 

4/12/13 11:10 

Linda 

Sherry 


•fS 

Consumer Action 


4/12/13 11:18 

Isabel 

Mercado 

7SS36 

TX 


Because people should have a cell phone for all 
emergencies. 

4/12/1311:28 


Roberts 

60148 

IL 

Helen M, Plum Memorial 


4/12/1311:29 

Bernard 

Saltman 

4S761 

HH 


We All need a liWine. 

4/12/13 H;30 

Kristelyn 

Berry 


■ 


1 support the Lifeline program because low income 

should have the same access as others. 

4/12/13 11:30 

Alma 

Palencia 

92064 

CA 


Very needed people use it temporarily to be able to 
set appointments for job interviews. ..wtch 
eventuallv will give them financial stability and 
don’t need anymore that service (or be able to 
qualify for it) 


iacquelyn 

Gibson 


FI 



4/12/13 11:32 

j»idy 

hunter 

95825 

CA 


Connection through phone is vital especially now 
that most pav phones are history 

4/1.2/13 11:34 

Gwenyth 

Uffutla-Peterson 

98112 

HI 

HHHHHHHI 


4/12/13 11:35 

Marla A 

Rodriguez 




I support the low income wireless lifeline program 

because this allows families to have access to 

communKation at an affordable cost, This is 
especially valuable in rural areas where line phones 

are no longer available. Seniors living on fix Income 

also benefit. 


Ben 

Lau 

60616 

L 

Chinese American Service 

League 

Many low-income individuals rely on the program 

to stay contact with important resources. 

4/12/13 :,1:37 
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Erica 

Cook 

7SS04 

TX 

Goodwll Industries of Centra 

East Texas 

We provide referrals arid applications for our low 
income clients with disabilities and other barriers In 

order for them to have a phone number to put on 
job applications when going through our Job 
piacemerst program. This is an essential part of 
getting a job, so having our dients not have the 
ability to get a phone through this program can 
realty inhibit their ability to work, 

4/12/1311:38 

Carol 

Ounlao 

73329 



1 work with many low-income individuals who 
depend on Lifefine to live safely in Ihier homes. It 
allows them (o search for jobs and conduct day to 
day business. 

4/12/1311:40 

Al 

Alvarez 

07i04 

NJ 

Newark Now 

As a client advocate. 1 see the need for this 
program. It‘s needed by low income folks for job 

search and related reasons. 

4/12/13 11:41 

yuasuf 

Issa 


1 


To many families with low inawne and to many 
battered women in shelters this Is the only thing 
that maintains their contact with their loved ones 

and authorities. 

4/12/13 11:42 

David 

Hill 

SE3fli 




4/12/13 11:42 


Un 


■ 




Ed'ith 

Gooder^-Tbomoson 

33324 

■ 


Without it many seniors and disabled adults would 
be shut off from communication in case of 

emergencies 

4/12/1311:45 

Tammv 

Ovrnes 

99205 

WA 


Low income people need support in finding work, 

ability to call phyiscans, having contact with child 

providers whether it is school or child care. And 

more Important Mike to see the mentally ill who are 

on dlsabliltiy the right to have low income phones. 

Many it is the only way for them to have contact 

with family. 



Moore 

49037 



My S4 year old mother use this phorie, she would 
not otherwise have a phone, because she can't 
afford one on her own 

4/12/13 11:46 
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Moore 

49037 

Ml 


My 84 year «^d mother use this phone, she would 
t>ot otherwise have a phone, because she can't 

afford one on her own 

4/12/13 11:46 

Chi 

Cheng 

95815 

CA 


So emi^oyers can contact them and for emergency 

purposes. 

4/12/13 11:48 

Angie 

Chan 

60616 

IL 


Help iow-incme people 

4/12/1311:49 

Reggie 

Dunbar II 

30343 

GA 


Make and receive life affective and event calls. 

4/12/13 11:50 

Andrea D 

Wieland 

80634 

CO 



4/12/1311:51 

Harold 

Feld 

20036 

DC 


This has been one of the most successful 
arttipoverty programs developed. With fairly low 
administrative overhead, in a revenue neutral way, 
It provides millions of people with the essential tool 

of communication for ecorsomlc and social 

engagement ■■ the phone. 

4/12/13 31;53 


Gonzale: 

22306 



Because communication is a basic right. Lifeline 
provides an opportunity for the neediest America ris 
to access jobs and education and to communicate 
with their families. 

4/12/1311:54 

Monica 

Payne 

34434 

FI 


People need these tell phones to stay cortnected as 
well as to get help in an emergency. 

4/12/13 11:54 

KtM 

RICHARDSON 

07104 

NJ 



4/12/1311:55 

Venus 

Kong 

94116 

CA 

Kai Ming, Inc. 


4/12/1311:55 

Deborah 

Lowe Muramoto 

95812 

CA 

California Capital Financial 
Oev, Corp, 


4/12/13 11:57 

Hoang 

Ho 

94607 

CA 

Catholic Charities of the Cast 
Bay {Oakland - Main Office) 

Yes. Request limit for Family plan op to 10 lines not 
limit only 5 lirws. Also In family plan, internet for 
whole plan, not for each phone. Thanks, HH 

4/12/13 !2;02 

Holly 

Duong 

95122 

CA 

Asian Uw Alliance (Santa 

Clara County) 

stay connected to schools and seek help in an 

emergency 

4/12/13 12:03 

John 

Brevault 

20006 

OC 

Naiior^al Consumers League 


4/12/13 12:03 

Jan 

Simpson 

20009 



Working with the social service sector, 1 have 
repeatedly heard what a crucial service lifeline is. it 
supports not just emergency communications, but 
also job hurrtifig. banking, counseling services, etc. 

4/22/1312:02 

ieff 

kirin 

94133 




4/12/13 12:04 
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Sylvia 

Watford 

23666 

VA 



4/12/13 12:06 

Sha ni 

Nelson 

94606 




4/12/13 12:09 

Victoria 

Nystrom 

49S03 

MI 

Goodwill of Greater Grand 
Rapids 

Servirtg inidwduat with barriers to employment, 
this is the only contact method available by which 
potential employers can contact thenv 

4/12/13 12:10 

Nathan 

Saiatar 

49519 

Ml 


1 work in human services and have seen how having 
a telephone number where an employer can reach 
you will have an impact on obtaining a (ob. If they 
can’t reach you. you don't get offered the job! 

4/12/13 12:.13 

Alia 

Atlas 

02474 

MA 



4/12/13 12:15 

Chuck 

Sherwood 

02680 

MA 



4/12/13 12:16 

Patricia 

Sturdevant 

35818 

CA 


It is often seniors' and other low income people’s 
only cway to connect with the outside world. 

4/12/23 12:21 

Monica 

Agerton 

32504 

FI 

CCCS/ West Florida 
(Pensacola) 

It is a necessary tool that could save lives for a 
maiontv of our population 

4/12/1312:21 

Paula 

Btumm 

49503 

Mi 


1 work with low income people who are trying to 
become employed. A phone number is absolutely 
necessary for a job seeker, so a prospective 
emplover may contact them. However, urttii a 
person is working, they cannot afford a cell phone 
and usuailv vrould not even qualify for a cell phone 
plan because they are not working. The Lifeline 
phones close this gap and help people get back to 
work. 

4/12/13 12:23 

Margarita 

Chave; 

92707 

CA 


Having phone is not a luxury is a need for 
emergencies Specially for low income families vnth 
all the budget cuts. 

4/12/13 12:24 

Marsha 

[}oman-Masters 

98466 

WA 

T«:iD 


4/12/13 12:27 

Pita 

Acueto-Colton 

32415 

CA 

Communitv Action 

Partnership (San Bernardino 
Co.) 

As a community action agency, in providing various 
resources to the poor, a telephone is the ’'lifeline" 
to important services (medical, school. jOb search, 
and other daily emeigencies) . Many of these 
individuals are in hard-to-reach areas of services 
and Aeir onh' means of contact to many services is 
via "affordafate" telephone services. 

4/12/13 12:28 
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Patricia 

Walker 

06095 

CT 



4/12/13 12:30 


McLaughlin 

95502 

CA 


Save ttie Reagan/Bush phones From the Obama 
clampdown! Preserve, protect and expand the 
lifeline program! 

4/12/13 12:30 

Alex 

Pere 


■ 


Elderly and college students can benefit from this 

4/12/13 12:31 

Kenneth 

Reed 

4953d 



There are those in the community that absolutely 
need help and it is our mandated c^ligation to 
provide what help we can. 

4/12/13 12:32 

Pamela 

Glassoff 

94541 

CA 

Eden Information & Referral 

1 work with veterans and find they need this service 
to Slav in touch. They often lose their cell phone 
servKe because they can't pay Qteir bill. It is vital 
for us to stay in touch wth our vets to make sure 
they get their services. 

4/12/13 12:35 



S5406 



We all benefit by being in communication with each 

other. 

4/12/13 12:44 

David 

Mandel 


SB 



ESBZSBSESHHIi 

Steven 

Chernoff 

2Z1S2 



Wireless mobility is a crucial tool in providing low- 

income individuals with Che means to look for work 
and participate in the economy. 


BSQSjBHI 

BARRETT 

13203 

NY 

fair Housing Council of CNY 

FOR ALL THE REASONS STATED ABOVE, 



Rowe 

85014 

A2 

Arttona Consumers Council 

Communication is most important for low income 

seniors who need the availability to contact help 
when needed. 

4/12/13 13:04 

Mari 

Riddle 

90056 

CA 

Centro Latino de Education 

Pooular 

We serve the working poor community whose lives 
are deper^dent on wireless phones. Due to difficult 
circumstances, many of our families live irt slum 
conditions, have to move often to follow job 
possibilities and their lifestyle is not conducive to 
land lines. Yet, it is eritkai that they be able to stay 
connected to loved ones. Mobile phones are the 
vehicle for this • do not remove this critical benefit. 

4/12/13 13:05 

Hana 

Toma 

94607 

CA 


It helps many low-income families get access to 
telephones at a reasonable fee. 

4/12/13 13:13 

E.J. 

Oavtdoff 

0214S 




4/12/13 13:20 
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Kerry 

Freeman 

85007 

AZ 

City of Phoenix (Family 
Services Center) 

It has been very beneircial to some of my clients 

xfho are low-itKome. 

4/12/13 13:21 

judilh 

hellerstein 

20008 

DC 



4/12/13 13:22 


Milts 

49507 



1 worfc as an Employment Specialist for those 
diagrrosed with mental illness. Many of those 
individuals are on fixed incomes, and benefit 
greatly from the lifeline phones. The loss of access 
to these phones could be disastrous for them, as 
well as others need this mode of 

communication 

4/12/13 13:23 

Laura 

Acevedo 

8S0S1 

BH 


As a caseworker 1 see the need for this program. 

4/12/13 .13:27 


bonllla 

93291 

1 




Ffsncisca 

Silva 


1 


We housed low income residents. The phone 
wireless lifeline program is intstrumental for them 
to be able to call physicians, pharmacy, 911 and 
love ones when available. 

4/12/13 13:S3 

Cecilia 

Malslln 

93513 

■ 


We have 32 fraH seniors using this valuable system, 

Please do not cut these services. 

4/12/13 13:53 

Lindsav 

Capel 

49S05 

Ml 


It is essential for tow-income individuals to have a 

cell phone for safety and to pursue employment 

and housing. As a Social Worker I have seen the 

value of these phones time and time again to help 
people move towards independence. 


Ken 

McCidowney 

94105 

CA 

Consumer Acticm 

It’s a vital part of the safely net for tow income 
consumers and enables them to get help in 
emergencies and access lObs. 

4/12/13 13:57 
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Ellison 

91101 

CA 

Center (or Aging Resources 
{CFARi 

Iwork with well-meaning folk who are homeless or 
who have a residence, but with very limited 
income. Telephone connection Is critical so that 
individuals can keep in contact with medical 
necessities and to maintain and to support 

community integration. 

4/12/13 14:02 

Willie Ruth 

Gibson 

38112 

TN 

Singhampion Oevehspment 

Corp. 


4/12/13 14:09 

Caro! 

Pierson 

9^702 

CA 


Wireless is becoming necessary for everyone in this 
country but many are excluded because they are 
low income or live in a rural area. 

4/32/13 14:14 

Kimmv 

DeVries 

HFW 


IIHHHHHHH 


4/12/13 14:23 

■■■ 

Grantland 

80015 

4034 

CO 


Simply because IT IS what it says IT IS. IT IS A 

LIFELINE 

4/12/13 14:30 


Maruhashi 

95112 

CA 

Asian Law Alliance (Santa 
Clara County) 

Many low-income persons have unstable housing 

and do not have access to land telephone lines. As a 

result, they need wireless phones to keep in 

contactwithothersor tocaliSllin case of an 

emergency. Without wireless Lifeline, these 

persons will become isolated and are at risk of 
more serious problems should an emergency arise. 



__|||||||[^^ 




It's vital for senior and low-iiKome people. 

4/12/13 14:32 

Dana 

Leslie 


fii 



4/12/13 14:33 

Barbara 

Brown 




It is needed, especial foi seniors 

0/12/13 14:35 

Jessica 

Williams 

07043 



1 support the low-income wireless lifeline program 
because it gives the less fortunate an opportunity 
to afford wireless services without putting their 
funds in jeopardy, this is important especially for 
seniors who could were previously not allowed this 
advantage and need to stay in touch with their love 


Nancv 

Lim-Yee 

94108 

CA 


Wireless Lifeline program provides affordable 
connections to low-income individuals who could 

not Otherwise afford this. 

4/12/13 14:49 

Susan 

Bock 

84103 

UT 



4/12/13 14:53 
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Gwen 

Battle 

07042 

NJ 


They rteed help. 

4/12/13 15:00 

Beverlv 

Chan 

94133 



It is the only way for low income individuals to 

access communications. 

4/12/13 15:17 

Lisa 

McFarren 

I633S 

PA 


) work with domestic violence clients who often use 
these phones as a true "lifeline.* 

4/12/1315:17 


Rand 

60304 

11 


low income folks need to be able to connect with 
services and schools and jobs. This is an important 
aid to thek survival. Please do not remove it 

because of "politics." 

4/12/1315:55 

Kathi 

Ashmore 

BW 




4/12/13 16:04 

Richard 

Reeve 

31406 

GA 

CCCS (The Savannah Area) 


4/12/13 16:09 

Erika 

Torit 


■ 



4/12/13 16:39 

Jean 

Harris 

92108 


— 

Closing the 'digital divide' is imperative... when we 

reach out to help others we all become stronger, 

Therefore providing this service empowers all of us 

and enhances our techrroloKica) abiiitv as a nation!! 

4/12/13 17:36 

Donna 

Moss 

22213 



This crucial subsidy keeps low-income 
families. connected to sdiools and Job opportunities 
and to E-911 • all important connections for 

everyone. 

4/12/13 17:54 

Pam 

Latham 

SEBSIH 




4/12/13 18:13 

Sharene 

Davis 


CA 

Pacific Beach Taylor Branch 
.ihrary 


4/12/13 18:35 

Deanna 

Cater 


■ 

hhhh 



Leticia 

Lee 




As a Case Manager 1 assist numerous clients that 

are very low income. This program would reaiiy 

benefit all the familie that 1 assist. We need this 

program. Our families need this program and with 

out this program our families would really be 

lacking the connection with the school and their 

children. 1 support this program. 



Yu 

11201 

NY 



4/12/13 21:0$ 
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Edward 

Arnold 

80304 

CO 


1 am the parent of a child with developmental 
disabilities. Thus, 1 understand how important 
lifeline is to people with disabilities, who are usually 

quite isolated. 

4/13/13 9:25 

Wendy 

lee 

94542 

CA 


If we are compassionate and care other other 
people, we need to provide Che very basic, 

minimurn essentials for them. It could be a matter 

of life and death, not a luxury. 

4/13/1310:11 

Marma 

Mclntee 

S3095 



(have a 85 year old mother who lives on $1100 a 
month. 1 want her to be safe, the lifeline phone 
program can make that happen for her and others 

4/13/13 10:SO 

Sidney 

Elkin 

33140 

EL 


This provides low-income families the opportunity 
to have phone connection for emergencies. Many 
only use wireless phones since they cannot affrd 

both land and wireless. 

4/13/13 11:51 

jane 

Purtle 


1 


I support Wireless Lifeline because 1 work with low- 

income people who need this kind of service. Some 

are trying to find jobs and others have children they 

need to communicate with. 


mii<e 

chattom 

90222 

CA 

Community legal Research 

Well, it gives mobile and communication access to 
the poor and low income people to the 

communities that need the service most. 

4/13/13 15:10 


Tom 

94115 

■ 


Help low-income people have access to a phone so 

they call for Information, help, keep in touch with 

their loved oens. 

4/13/1318:37 

Stella 

Adams 

27707 

NC 

North Carolina Fair Housing 
Centre 

1 have seen the positive impact this has had on low 
income communities, with wireless lifeline there Is 
no need logo to dangerous payphone outlets for 
emergency services. Children and low wealth 
families in need of emergency and basic services 
can access those services immediately. This is a vital 

service and should be continued. 

4/13/13 19:12 

Paula 

Bock 

98117 



It he^s people in emergencies and it helps them 
find work, communicate with their children's 
teachers ai>d conrtect with resources and the 

community. 

4/13/13 19:45 
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ROSiiZETTA 

EICHEIBERGER 

63136 

MO 

ft A.A! • Ready, Aim, 

Advocate! Committee 

It helps low-income families have access to one 
another in case of an emergency, it aiso keeps one 
from missing important calls such as Job offers or 
empiover Inquiries. 

4/14/1322:29 

Audrey 

Perrott 

94105 

CA 

Consiwnet Action 

Wireless helps iow-Income families to 6nd 
employment, stay in contact with schools, contact 
healthcare providers and seek help in an 
emergency. Low-incomes families should have the 
same c^sporCunities as everyone else. 

4/15/131:25 

Grace 

SSSSSBS^H 


Bll 



4/15/13 7:15 

Thea 

Crouch- Santos 

11216 

H 


1 think It is a valuable program for all in emergency 

situations 

4/15/13 8:07 

iGSSBSI^^H 

Peld 


H 



4/15/13 8:43 




■ 


not everyone can afford to pay outrageous phone 
bills whether it's cell or house phone low income 
people need options. 

4/15/13 8:48 

6nc 

Ceist 

20901 

MO 



eiissiisshhhi 

Debbie 

Goldmart 


^■1 



4/15/13 9:19 

Nikki 

Roberts 

75904 

■ 

■HUHHHI 


4/15/13 9:24 




■ 


Because I am aware of many people -whose only 

connection to business, schools, medical, etc. 

affairs is through the use of these phones. 

4/15/13 9:50 

Curtis 

Mack 

70805 



1 see the benefit direetty that low income disabled 

and/or hometess individuals receive by having a 

phone for contact purposes. Firvanclally, they can't 

afford a phone and are forced to rely on others. 


William 

Prettyman 

72774 

AR 


Provides emergency contact for the poor. Cut off 
may very well cost lives. 

4/15/13 9:57 

Lihong 


60616 

11 


My grandfather is currently using the low-income 
wireless for daity communicatiors with his family. He 
$ living by himself with little of money; it Is so 
mporsant ttiat he has a cell phone that we can 
keep in touch in case of emergency. Please do not 
cut the tow-income wireless lifeline program whert 
people need it. ThanksI 

4/15/13,10:11 


10 
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Andrea 

Quijada 

87108 

NM 


People it) my family and in my community use the 
Wireless Lifeline program. Without it, they would 
he unable to schedule doctor appointments, take 
work calls, or stay connected to their loved ones. 

4/15/13 10:18 


Walker 

<:9505 



It's hard to stay connected and look for work if a 
person doesn't having a working phone. A lot of 
people depend on these phones. 

4/15/13 10:33 

Lu?. 

Santiago 

08344 



This program is so important to many different 
populattons. For seniors, this may be the only way 
they could contact local authorities and ambulance 
in ease of emergencies. For low-income 
unemployed individuals this is a vital tool in 
securir>g employment by not only contacting them 
but by being accessible to employers when they are 

4/15/13 10:48 

EBBSHHI 

2ou 


QUi 



4/15/1311:01 

torsns 

Martin 

S004S 




4/15/13 11:44 

MasikI 

Akwel 


Q3S 

GBSHBHHHi 

IIIHHHIHHHiHHHHHH 

4/1S/13 11:45 

aivihe 

itapkael 

94618 

CA 


Alameda County has a high number of 
impoverished people who are marginally housed or 
homeless. Lifeline keeps families connected to 
employment offers (without a reliable phone the 
employer simply will not hire you). Lifeline enables 
poor families to communicate with employers, their 
children's schocds, and vital services such as health 
care Of 911 and to cut it would be disastrous for 

individuals and families already on the marfiin. 


An,v 

Holloway 

94618 

CA 


because it provides access to phone service for 
people who cannot afford it. 

4/IS/13 12:16 


11 
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CIsribei 

Baca 

90061 

CA 

Haven rteighborhood 

Services 

Beirtg a housing counselor in Los Angeles and 
assessing many client's household budgets 1 found 
mafority have tow income. It is necessary to have 
affordable programs that can help assist these 
individuals/famihes. Taking away necessary 
programs wiR create rinancial hardship due to High 
costs in phone services which is a necessity. 

4/15/13 12:31 

Charles 

Jackson 

94110 



The wireless lifeline pr^ram is a life savior without 

which low income eaners will not be able to 
communicate even in time of emergencies. Low 
income earners cannot afford the mounting phone 
bills. The program should be sustained. 

4/15/13 12:44 

Rose 

Hilliard 




It helps my OV Clients. 

4/1S/13 12:52 

Meemee 

Khine 


CA 

Oakiar>d lao Family 

Community 

This prcf ram will help me with unlimited call and 
text to my client with the lOb lead. 

4/15/1312:54 






Everyone should have access to 911 and other 
resources that low-income people win need. Many 
do not have access to computers let alone wireless 
connections. No one should be left out of the most 
basic of communication tools. 


Patricia 

Coodin 

73402 




4/15/1313:37 

elizabeth 

tanner 


■ 


Eliminating this service would be a very short* 
sighted decision, harming the U.S. as a whole In the 
long run. 

4/15/1313:44 


Velazquet 


■ 


This is the otdy way low income families can keep 

contact with agencies such as schools, doctor, 

emplover,etc. 

4/15/1313:51 


12 
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Katherine 

Mever 

94S01 

CA 


1 work with lecentlv-arrived refugees from Burma 
who cant afford a cell phone. This prevents them 
from getting important communications in a timely 
way from thw children, their children's school, 
their case worker and healthcare providers, and 
from possible empfoyers. These people are an asset 
to California and to the US: they are courageous, 
hard-working, and determined to contribute to 
(heir new country. 1 stronglyopposeany cuts tothe 

Lifeline program.. 

4/15/13 14:23 

nicholas 

nelson 

34009 

CA 


The Ufeline Program is a wtal support for 
vulnerable people in our community. As a physician 

at the county hospital, 1 treat many patients whose 

access to communication services is vital for their 

health end need services like this. 

4/1S/13 14:59 

Sridget 

Giidden 





4/15/1315:07 

IHH 

saucedo 

90405 

CA 


People are overwhelmed with the increase of food 

and gas They need the lifeline program , 

4/15/1316:14 


■ 



■ 

Without you, too many people would become even 
more vulnerable. It has been vital for my clients to 
keep up appointments, follow up with their case 
managers, hnd and ke^ jobs, check on their 
children etc. There is no other alternatives, such as 
pay phones anymore. Do not cut this important and 
life saving device! 

■ 

Setsv 

Hicks 

80303 

CO 


This is the only communication method that works 
for my 19 year old daughter on the autism 
spectrum. 

4/15/13 17:16 

Joan 


94502 

CA 


Tm a physician with many refugee patients. They 
need their phones to maintain contact with our 
clinic for important medical information, as well as 
with their employers, children's schools, and for 
emergencies this is a necessity, not a luxury. 

4/16/13 0:26 
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94S02 

CA 


i'm a physician with marry refugee patients. They 
need tireir phones to maintain cmtact with our 
tlinic for important nsedical information, as well as 
with their employers. chiWren's schools, and for 
emergencies, this is a necessity, not a luxury. 

4/16/13 0:26 


Howard 

95125 

CA 



4/16/13 7:58 

Oonnarae 

Morrison 

16335 

PA 


1 see everyday the need for the service 

4/16/13 8:06 

Mafia 


83501 

ID 


1 support the iow-income "Lifeline" program 
because i used it for severe) years. People who 
charactente the lifeline program as another 
"Obama" give-away are showing their 

Ignorance., about ttte Lifeline pr^rem and what it's 
really like to live in poverty In America. Following 
my divorce, the Lifeline program helped me 
continue phorte service for my family. Without 
Lifeline, 1 wouldn't have been able to call my sons' 
school (Of vke-a-verse-a). 1 woutdn'l have been 
able to schedule doctor's appointments. Their 
father, who was active duty military, wouldn't have 
been able to call them. Their grandparents wouldn’t 
have been able to call them. Two years after my 
divorce was granted, 1 returned to college full time. 
Without Lifeline, 1 wouldn't have been able to call 
my professors, or pick up extra hours at my part- 
time, on-campus jobs. We wouldn't have been able 
to call 911 if we'd needed to. The Lifeline program 
has been around for more than 20 years. It doesn't 
cover Trills* like Sway caMing; it keeps the land-line 
connected and covers provides local calling 
capabilities only. Wireless carriers who participate 
in the lifeline program provide 500 minutes per 
month-no texting, no data, just 2 hours and S 
minutes a week of "talk time*. ..which is crucial to 
keeping jobs, scheduling medical and other 
appointments, and communicating with schools. 

4/16/1311:03 
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KIM 

LANG 

83815 

ID 


This is a vital service for people who are low 
irKomel They must make every dollar count. Many 
times celt phones are much less expensive than 
land lines. Please don't take this service away! 

4/16/13 11:07 

Richard 

Kremer 

83501 

!D 


This is a tow cost way to provide a means for the 
very poor and elderly to make emergency calls. 

without dipping into tai^ayer funding to do it. 

4/16/13 11:08 

Ruth 

McQuinn 

83501 

10 


•safety for seniors ’community connection for iow- 
income, necessary to finding a job ’emergency 
contact for vulnerable 

4/16/13 11:21 

Shelly 

Wiemer 

83501 

ID 


Because many low-income individuals are elderly or 
families with young children that need phones for 
emergency situations. In the past 1 had to utilira 
this service and was extremely grateful. Now my 
husband and myself are self-sufficient, however 1 
know there are many others out there struggling to 
make ends meet, i would not want them to have to 

chooses a phone or foodi 

4/16/13 11:35 






It provides allows individuals to stay in touch about 

potential jobs, receive assistance during 
emergencies, and gives connects with other critical 
need services. 


James 

McNeal 





QZSSISBIIBB 

Use 

Cox 

83501 

ID 


They are truly a life line to those who may struggle 

with covering the cost of a phone arid an ability to 
call out for help IP needed. 


tynette 

Schlader 

83543 

ID 


Low-income individuals need phone service to 
assist in employment searches and also for 
emergencies for elderly and disabled. 

4/16/13 12:10 


Sheroa 


■ 


f work with people with disablNties and this is their 

only chance for a phone. 

4/16/13 12:12 



83544 



Low income individuals in rural America require 
access through telecommunications largely because 
(hat ts often the only means of connectivity. They 
cannot access public transportatin for face-to-face 
connectivity because it does not exist. 

4/16/13 12:15 
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Uz 


83501 

ID 


This truly is a lifeline for so many people who may 
live in rural areas, like Idaho, where there are long 
distances to medical facilities. NOT paid for with tax 
payer money, it is one c)f the real benefits of 
technofogy for those in need. 

4/16/1312:17 

Charles 

Benton 

60201 

It 



4/16/13 12:24 

Kipton 

Roderick 

60626 

It 



4/16/13 12:25 

iudlth 

Rooney 

99-103 

WA 


People with low incomes need this service to stay 
connected - especially in rural areas where the 
options for assistance and support are limited. They 
do not have money for technology! 

4/16/13 33:04 

Darlene 

Larson 

iSII 

|M| 


My 94 year old mother relies on this emergency 
phone connection 

4/16/13 14:53 

1 

Amidei 

83SU1 

ID 



4/16/13 15:11 

Carolyn 

frei 

83501 

■ 


We are supposed to be a Christian nation. Those of 

us who have enough can spare something for those 
who are not so fortunate. 

4/16/13 15:49 

Rebecca 





Being a nurse and a service coordinator ! have seen 

many times that a lifeline saved someone from 

laying on the floor for hours waiting for help to 

show up when no one knows Ihey are hurt 

4/16/13 15:56 

cleo 

stamatos 

21212 

1 

MO 

ConsirfUnt 

The program helps millions of Americans • veterans, 
military families, seniors - find and keep work, get 
information and keep in touch. It makes a 
difference and is a real "iifefirie' for manyl 

4/16/13 16:19 

Marla 

Timoney 

24382 

■ 


My clients who are victims of domestic violence 

depend on the Lifeline as an important resource. 

4/16/13 17:22 

Marsha 

Wilson 

83501 

0 


Without it low-income people are isolated. 

4/16/13 20:20 

Don 

bounds 

20816 

MD 


Wireless is an actual lifeline for many low-income 
people. We owe it to our society to make sure that 
everyone has the opportunity to be affordably 

4/16/13 20:48 

JaneEh and Gary 

Mallory 

83501 

D 



4/16/13 22:52 

Lovetta 

Tuftbeh 

9456S 



1 too have benefited immensely from the service. 

4/16/33 22:59 
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Dede 

Carney 

27834 

NC 


Much needed communieatKjns program for low 
income families - helps bridge the gap & connects 

them to community. 

4/16/13 23:08 


Shropshire 

83501 

iO 


This is an essential service for seniors and doesn't 

cost any tacpayer dollars. 

4/17/13 0:09 


Mattoon 

83501 

ID 



4/17/13 1:55 

bradiev 

burdette 

33901 

a 


Reopie with low income or without a job need a 
wav to commurricate 

4/17/13 9:16 

Daniel 

VanderMolen 

49503 



Because I have seen first hand the positive impact 
this program has for low-income job seekers. 

4/17/13 11:53 

Sandra 

McNamara 

22443 

VA 


It provides a literal lifeline to those who otherwise 
would not be able to afford a phone. 

4/17/13 13:44 

Hanna 

Mark 

94&12 

C4 


As a social worker, ! have referred many clients to 
this pr^ram and seen the infinite benefit it can 
bring to the most marginalized members of our 
society. Without these phones accessing social 
support, medical care, emergency help, or securing 
employment can be sjgniflcantly more difficult. It is 
important to consider the range of costs to society 
that are alleviated by this free cell phone service. 

4/17/13 15«7 

Kerri 

towe 

9132S 

CA 



4/17/13 15:11 

Loistine 

Outreach 

92411 

CA 

Temple Communitv Outreach 

So many families are without phone service and 
move around a lot some live with other people and 
are not allowed to use the phones 

4/17/13 16:29 

Katherine 

Damato 

22182 

VA 


I've seen how important it is for low-income seniors 
and other people who are struggling financially. 

4/17/1316:33 


Schmidt 

99403 

WA 


1 work withy low income families. They need a 
phone in order to find work and for medical 
emergerKieS. 

4/17/1316:44 

Ruth 

Mcrarlane 

94116 

CA 


It's essential. 

4/17/13 20:44 

Wallace 

Cheryl 

22204 

VA 

Arlington Empioytnent 

Center (Arlington) 

Low-income individuals need the phones. Many of 
them cannot afford the cost of phone services. 

4/17/13 21:15 

Radomir 

Aviia 

94703 

CA 



4/17/13 22:12 

Susarr 

Hunsicker 

94705 




4/17/13 23:12 
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Kathleen 

Gaines 

83501 

ID 


People who are elderly, ill. poor deserve help. Why 
are Republicans so uncaring about those in need? 
Taking this away is just petty and mean. 

4/17/13 23:40 

Srideet 

Colpits 

83705 

10 


The Nfeline program is extremely important to 
many, especially the elderly. This is in some 
situations the ortly way that people have to 
communicate with others, as well as calf someone 
m case of emergency. Without lifeline some elderly 
would not be abie to have access to life alert since a 
phone line is reamred to have this service. 

4/18/13 10:14 

Monica 

Stelnisch 

94131 

CA 


It makes sense to ensure that everyone has access 
to basic telephone service. The repercussions of 
being "cut ofT would be significarrt (not being able 
to call 911, not being able to be contacted for work 
opportunities, and having an isolated elderly 
population). The consequences of discontinuing 
Lifeline are not worth it. 

4/18/13 18:25 

Heather 

Hersh 

WSBtfik 



to help victims of domestic violence 

4/19/13 14:19 

Lincisev 

Rinehart 




1 have worked as a case manager with low income 
and homeless people and this is critical for helping 
people to stay connected to medical care, apply for 
lobs and housing. 

4/22/1312:20 

Laurie 

Neighbors 


s 



4/22/13 14:36 

Peter 

Weiss 

EESSHI 




4/22/1314:39 

Lori 

Hendrickson 

S5744 

MN 

Univ. of MN Ext. Svcs. {Grand 
Rapids Reg. CIr.) 

1 work with low-income femiltes and very often a 
cell phone is the only phone they have. 

4/22/13 16:14 

Jennifer 

Nadler 

94601 

CA 



4/22/13 16:14 

HEathe; 

Hadrv 

19047 

PA 



4/22/23 16:15 

Dan 

Thompson 

S0327 

lA 


Too much Greed by Wireless companies now, as 

Usual tool!' 

4/22/13 16:15 

Cynthia 

Sraus 

60008 

iL 


My lifeline phone gives me the security of being 
able to get help in an emergency. It also keeps me 

connected. Please keep this valuable program. 

4/22/13 ;16;15 
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Susan 


52003 

lA 


This subsidy will help low-income, seniors, veterans 
and minorities Americans to he in touch with work, 
schools and emergency needs. 

4/22/13 16:16 

Bridgett 

Brown 

9410S 

CA 

Independent Usnng Resource 
Center/S.F. 

Wireless is needed by ail sometimes it is used as 

Home frfjone & is all a person chi limited income 

4/22/1316:16 

KsthI 

Anderson 

92193 

SH 



4/22/13 16:16 



4S7S6 



Asa professor of social work and a volunteer in my 
rural community. 1 am very aware of many people 
who are elderly or disabled who live in isolated 
areas without nearby neighbors and cannot afford 
the fuB cost of telephone serwce. This program is a 
necessity, not a luxury, which Republican 
presidents who began and expanded it understood. 


BSSHHBI 

QStESBHHHI 


laa 



Q^SESEHHH 

Paul 

Sianke 




Because I am a low income senior 

EBEISEHHi 

John 

Murray 

3427S 



Insures we will have some means of communicating 
even in severe cases like superstorm Sandy. DON’T 
UT THE IIFEUNE GO, PLEASE! 

4/22/13 16:19 

Usa 

McFarrsn 



nummiimiiiiiiiiii 



Charlotte 

Scalise 

16501 

PA 

£n« County Human Relations 
Commission 


4/22/13 16:19 

Anita 

Wills 

94S77 

■ 


My family and 1 have utiliaed this program. This is 
the only way we can afford cell phones. 

4/22/1316:19 

MONte 

ROY 





4/22/13 16:20 
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c.t 

i*aee 

94610 

CA 


Hole; I support the low-income Wireless Lifeline 
program due to my femdy's experience with it. 
There were some months that my elderly parents, 
living in separate homes, wouldn't have been able 
to pay any kind of phone bill, w/out the low-income 
Wireless Lifeline program. One lived in a senior 
community and other residents also had income 
limits that forced them to apply for the Lifeline 
program 1 know of many seniors who wear their 
cell phones around dtheir neck In case they need 
911 help {some have physically abusive relatives, 
others are in fragile heahh and fall or are afraid of 
failing) 1 know that my persona) iandline includes a 
Lifeline surcharge and 1 don't mind paying the fee in 
support of those who would have NO phone w/out 
the Lifeline program. When you're a shut-in, a 
telephone call a day from someone calling In to 
check on you is the difference between a life of no 
interaction and one that shows someone cares for 
you, which helps with mental health and physical 
well being. Gracias for listening.. .keep Lifeline In 
place, por favors. 

4/22/13 16:20 

James 

Wolcott 





4/22/1316:21 

Laura 

Arellano 

91784 

■ 


Some seniors cannot afford a basic SSO ceil package 

and need a phone for emergencies. 







for some of the low-income elderly, it's the only 
way they can afford to have a telephone for 
emergencies 6 keep in touch with their loved ones, 

4/22/13 16:21 

janet 

ucaro 

81101 

CO 


Secause it is needed buy many people 

4/22/13 16:22 

Judith 

Clark 

33426 



This program is a tremendous help to low Income 
amiiies ar\d particularly the elderly. Beside, if 

Ronald Regan though of it, it must be a good Ideal 

4/22/13 :I6;22 

Graciefa 

Barajas 

92102 

CA 



4/22/13 :16;23 
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Mai 

YanR 

93611 

CA 


I »ipport the low-income Wireless lifeline program 
because it keeps my home-bound grandmother 
who is a primary caregiver to4 children ages 0-5, 
connected to their working parents and support 
networks she needs throi^hout the day. She 
cannot drive duetoherageand speaks limited 
English. Having a lifeline telephone in her home 
gives her a sense of security and support to provide 
a positive and healthy home environment for her 
grandchildren. 

4/22/13 16:24 

l«8n 

Harris 


saa 


When we care for each other we lift all of tis upi 

4/22/13 16:24 

Laura 

Sutherland 

78504 

TX 

South Texas Civil Right 

Project 

it’s import for families to have access to 911 in case 
of an emergency. If they are low income families It's 
important for them to have a phone in case they 
are applying for a job. A child might get sick or hurt 
at school, the parent should find out as soon as 
possible not until they go to school to pick up the 
child. It could be something very serious where the 
doctors might need Ihe'ir permission to do a 
procedure. 

4/22/13 16:24 

Marion 

Battles 

77025 

TX 

Sheltattng Arms Senior 

Services 

Because i work with seniors 60 yrs and older and 
some of them depend on this service. 

4/22/13 16:26 

Courtney 

Clerico 

93301 

CA 

CCCS (Kern & Tulare 

Counties) 


4/22/13 16:27 


Shada 

92672 

CA 

Triangle Terrace 1 Wyelifte 

Casa 

It enables the people who are disabled and who are 
older to have affordable telephone access to 
emergency services wherever they may be. 

4/22/13 16:27 
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Cl2udette 

Almaraz 

67401 

KS 


This program is vital to those In the lower income 
bracket Cell phone and even home phone service 
in many iristances is so expensive that they are 
unable to pay for it. This (eaves them without a line 
of communication for parents with school-aged 
children, for individuals seeking employment, for 
emergency calls to doctors and/or hospitals as well 
as just a line of communication to the world itself. 
To take away this program is to once again tell 
those who don't have the means that they simply 
do not matter. 

4/22/13 16;29 

Amanda 

Gormley 

94122 

CA 



4/22/13 16;29 

Jerry 

GaHan 

92277 

CA 



4/22/13 16;29 

Bronwvn 

Kowiett 

94102 

CA 


I'm a service coordinator for a low income 
subsidized senior community in San f rancisco. 

Many of my residents are formerly homeless, and 
many of them are living only on meager SSA/SSI 
benefits. They simply cannot afford phone service 
without tifetine, because it comes down to "do i 
eat this month, or do 1 pay a phone bit)?" Lifeline 
helps my residents stay connected to their doctors, 
case managers, and their support network of family 
and friends, who all contribute to their wellbeing. 

To lose Lifeline would be a devastating blow to my 

seniors. 

4/22/13 16:31 

Arnaud 

Delorme 

949S4 

■ 


Rhone service for poor old people is important in 
case of emergency. 

4/22/13 16:31 

Greta 

Hansen 

53704 

H 




Mercedes 

Munoz 

11375 





Eva 

Mihalyo 

97504 

OR 


work with low income persons, and having this 
available can be a lifesaver for them in an 

emergency. 

4,^22/13 :I6:34 
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Jan 

Edwards 

77498 



Only Uie poorest of these elders even qualify to the 
Lifeline service. This resource critical Co low-income 
elderly, who arehavea number of critical and 

chronic medical eonditioris and need to 
communicate with their health care team, with vital 
resource agencies such as home-delivered meats 
and food stamps, they are also dependent on this 
phone service to maintain their emergency 
response systems! They are at high risk for falls and 
other fife-threatening emergencies. And, the social 
isolation they would experience at the loss of 
phone service would irKrease their risk for memory 
impairment, depression and other poor physical 
and mental health outcomes. Preserving their well- 
being and independence is cost-effective for the tax 
payor, when these frail elders can remain in their 
own homes for as long as possible compared to the 
cost of premature and/or otherwise unnecessary 
institutioniization! 

4/22/13 16;3S 

Hector 

Guzman Looet 


■ 


access to communication is a right we all deserve 
and should not be deprived of this due to poverty. 

4/22/13 16:3S 



SEQH 





OSEB^SHH 

Q2E33I33HHHIi 

ESIH 

SSI 



4/22/13 16:38 

SHHHIli 

EHHHHHH 





4/22/13 16:39 

sieve 




Solomon and Brenner, ILP 

Life is tough enough for those scraping by to make 
ends meet. A lifeline cell phone helps struggling 
people stay in touch, provides emergency access- a 
bare minimum of a virtual safety net. 

4/22/13 16:33 

mark 

ohashi 

43806 



Every individual has a need to be connected to 
family, friends and to other resources, all of which 
require phone communication. These phones 
provide a means to allow low income families to 
seek necessary assistarKe and ultimately, to help 
themselves either survive or move up in their 
situations. 

4/22/13 16:40 


23 


Consumer Action 


Save Wireless Lifeline Petition 







185 


Pa mala 

Cain 

35772 

AL 


t Hve alone and I am physically disabled resulting 
from a stroke 26 years ago.l depend on the low 
ir>come Wireless Lifeiine program because I cannot 
afford a cell phone and the service.This low income 
Wireless Lifeline program is vltel.lt does not need to 
be taken away like the many other needs many of 
us have.Cranted, there are some who receive this 
service who do not deserve it. Why not weed these 
people out and leave the legitimate alone? 

4/22/13 16:50 

m 

stonr 



:||||||H||||||B|I|||||||H 


4/22/13 16:53 

Carolina 

Shaper 

94115 

CA 


Because it is a huge help to people most in need! 

4/22/13 16:54 

NORMA 

PERALES 

78626 

TX 

Georgetown Housing 
Authority 

SENIORS AND 01SA6LE0 ADULTS AS WELL AS LOW 

INCOME FAMILIES NEED A MEANS OF 

COMMUNICATION FOR DOCTORS; EMERGENCIES; 

ETC. 

4/22/1316:54 

Ines 

Galarta 




1 work as a housing counselor for a HUD approved 
non-prof't agency. These phones are sometimes the 
only way 1 have to communicate with the 
homeowners we help. The families I see with this 

phones cannot afford a land line nor to pay for cell 

phones on their own. 

4/22/13 16:55 

flrvan 

Addams 

90403 

1 


Eliminating LIFELINE would, in essence, close a 
window to the world for those that need it most. 

Please don't eliminate this essentia! end valuable 

means of communication and connection. 

4/22/13 .16:58 

Steven 

Hammond 

77S30 

TX 

Path Mark Ministries Inc, 

It is eirpedient for the low-income, welfare-to-work, 

and ex-offenders attemptmg to reconnect with the 

workforce. 

HIIIIH 

Hiliarv 

YoSOWilJ 

44122 

OH 



4/22/13 16:59 

Nicholas 

stamaios 

SSI^H 

^■1 



4/22/13 17:00 

Richard 

Bridgman 

^SSHI 




4/22/13 17:01 

Vickie 

Allen 

74878 

OK 



This program helps so many disadvantaged people - 
the disabled, seniors, single mothers with children 
at home. Please don’t aikw this program to be 
taken from them. 

4/22/1317:03 
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Saveria and 

Bernard 

Garcia 

U003 

NY 


We are seniofs with low-income, and having a cell 
phone wireless lifeline program is necessary for life 
artd deatt), especially that the universal fee charged 
W all. and all persons are supporting this program 
forytoseinneed! 

4, ■'22/13 17;03 

Harold 

Rice 

28202 

NC 

Community link (Charlotte, 
NC) 


4/22/13 17:03 

saddle 

eltiott 

77033 

TX 


this life line help so many people who can not get 
help . for school and jobs this help low income 
people. 

4/22/1317:12 


cuckett 

SSQHI 




4/22/13 17:15 


Sheehy 

85705 

AZ 



4/22/13 17:16 

iohn 

Martin 

84098 



Do not support.. .unless the massive waste that has 
occurred in this program can be significantly 
reduced, I believe it should be ended. 1 do not 

support this program as currently conceived. 

4/22/13 17:17 

Josefina 

Enriquez 

9S776 

CA 


<t‘sa life saver for the homeless population and al! 

the low income individuals. 

4/22/1317:17 

Eth«! 

Ttllev 


n 

Airman 8i Family Readiness 

Ctr 

becasue there are many seniors that can not afford 
emerency equirpments and this is away to support 
helping them to stay in touch. 

4/22/13 17:18 


Suthers 

91505 

CA 


Though 1 know there are members of Congress that 
would like to see certain classes of people as 
"disposable." in truth, all human beings have value, 
even if not fully realized. Can we please stop this 
laser -like focus on policy that only benefits 
corporatioos. real people be damned? it's 
disgusting and immoral. 

4/22/13 3,7:23 


Yon 


9 

latino Ecmomk 

Development Corp. 


4/22/1317:28 

DENNIS 

ZATLOKOWICZ 

92082 

CA 


we are on a fined iiKome 


Donna 

Hansel 


EEM 


Helps A lOTI 

4/22/1317:34 

Michael 

Hansel 

93.3S1 




4,/22/13 17:35 

DENNIS 

ZATtOKOWICZ 

92082 



We are retired and on a food income. 

4/22/13 37:35 

Cindy 

Zattokowicz 


CA 


fixed income 

4/22/13 37:38 

William 

Richardson 


NH 



4/22/1317:40 
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Beggie 

Sachus 

60607 

IL 


This is a Republican sponsored initiative started 
under Reagan, expanded by Bush and simply 
because you have a group of Obama Haters who 
happen to be Republicans like Reagan and Bush 
who started the prc^ram and suddenly it should be 
eiimirrated? Partisan politics and racisni! 

4/22/13 17'.43 

n 

w 

3^444 

FI 



4/22/13 17:44 

Carol 

Pierson 

SQSIIII 


HHHHHHIHi 

MHHHHHHHHHHBHi 

4/22/13 17:49 

Dave 

Church 


C9I 

|H|H|H||||||[||||H 


4/22/13 17:50 


■ 

92117 

CA 


n saves iives..and misery, t had an aunt that didnt 
have H..!t was over a week before they found 
her.. .she had a broke leg and after a week she was 
confused, dated and suffering from dehydration, 
etc. if the legislators plan to kill off our elderly and 
disabled they should at least man up and do the 
fohonstown kool 3>d thing.. its quicker and more 
humane thatn all the cuts to medical, caregivers, 
lifelines, aid, etc., etc. 

4/22/13 17:51 

Cindv 

Bubolz 


n 


Because it is exactly that UPE 1 ! 1 i 1 

4/22/13 17;S2 



9S69S 

CA 


1 support Lifeline because it provides access means 
of communication and upward mobiHty to those 
who are very low-income. 

4/22/13 17:54 

Kristin 

iohnson 

84403 

■ 

Cornerstone Financial 

Education 

Needed for those that live in povertyl 

4/22/13 17:56 

Tammv 

Ransdel! 

84101 

UT 


Without the program, low income individuals and 
families would not otherwise have access to their 
own personal phone. It would make it more difficult 

to call for help duhrw an emergency. 

4/22/13 18:04 

Vernon 

glenn 

92392 

CA 

High Desert Multi-Cuttural 

Coalition 

1 have used It and know it helps low Income people 

4/22/13 18:05 

norma 

lollis 


■ 




Bose 

Hlmlcr 


■■ 



4/22/13 18:12 
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ortega 

90063 

CA 

Community Union 

Because it just makes good economic sertse. The 
tragic things that could occur without It, are simply 
to h^h of a cost for oor country So bare. Lifeline is 
just good economic sense. 

4/22, as 18;15 

Loren 

England 

92101 

CA 


1 am employed with a non-profrt that operates 
employment programs. Without cell phones our 
clients have no way of communicating 'wth 
potential employers 

4/22/13 18:22 

Mary 

Slater 

65349 

MO 


Everyone should beable to get help in an 

emergency. 

4/22/13 3.8:27 






1 support the iow-income wireless iifeiine program 

because it offers Seniors the possibility to carry a 

wireless phone at a low and affordable cost, in 

somecasesthe devise is a life savings tooll 


Gloria 

MusvoKI 

79912 



It is a needed servKe 


Amy 

Stmania 

OSS! 

HI 

■■IIIIIIIHHBHIli 



Malini 

Sodha 





4/22/1318:38 

Geraldine 

■1 

30824 

4124 

GA 


It assist the economical disadvantage cititens 
whom can not afford modern technology attd have 
access to 911 in case they encounter an 
emergency!!! 

4/22/13 18:40 

Karen 

Nevis 

35010 




1 am using this program and It helps my household 

budget as 1 do not use, nor do t want a cel! phone 

due to the exposure to mkrowave radiation, 


Diane 

Whitmire 




1 suppon wireless AND LANDLINE Lifelines. No one 
should have to choose, or go out to buy another 
phone they can't afford in order to call an 
Emergency number, K4ore stupidity & greed from 
corporations! 


Malinda 

Funk 





4/22/13 18:46 



94108 

CA 

Chtrvatown OiiW 

Development Center 

It makes wireless access available to low-income 

Ttdividuals artd is handy, especially it) event of 

emergencies 

4/22/13 18:49 
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rebecca 

cohen 

54302 



many low iiKome people have no other access to a 
phone, which is often the cmly means of 
commumcation for them. This program is needed 
for our low income citizens who cannot otherwise 
afford to have a telephone. 

4/22/13 18:49 

Adrienne 

Owens 

43230 

OH 


For people who are struggling to pay rent and put 
food on the table, a phone is often not a number 
one priority. But in these times, nobody should be 
without access to a phone for medical and safety 
emergencies, and for keeping in contact with 
Family/support network, at least on a limited basis. 

4/22/13 18:51 

terrv 

vanderbush 

55420 

MN 



4/22/13 .18:58 

Tammie 

lohiison-Lorolla 

92376 

CA 

Enhancing Forward Action, 

Inc. 

low income need access. They are already 
separated from knowing and involvement in the 
community for their needs. The most vulnerable 
should be protected. 

4/22/1319:07 

Scott 

Weikart 


9 


It's very difficult to get hten keep a job if you don't 
have a phone. 

4/22/13 19:13 

Garni 

Page 




1 support LANOliNE, wired programs. Telecoms are 
trying to take out landlines which leave those of us 
dependent on wired connectlorts with no service 
alternative. This is 100%wror>g!ll I favor service for 
people: live, human customers instead profits to 
greedy corporations. 

4/22/13 19:13 

Christine 

treadwali 

SEEI9H 

mm 


It is very much necessary 

4/22/13 19:20 

william 

treadwell 

94SS3 

CA 


because 1 qualify 

4/22/1319:22 

Maxine 

Henrv 

SE3Hi 

^31 



4/22/13 39:27 

Lourdes 

Herrera 

93638 

■ 


Because we promote the lifeline and the most 

people has this service are sertior they can paid for 
the regular cell phone. 


gabnel 

griego 




Because i qualify for it. 

4/22/13 19:36 

donna 

hoopes 

83544 

ID 


This Program allows the most vulrinrable of our 
citizens to have access to EMS and other important 
services that they would otherwise not be able to 
do. As most of these can rwt afford a home phone. 

4/22/13 19:37 
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many 

ellis 

78701 

TX 


low income seniots need this for medical 

emergencies 

4/22/13 19-.37 

Tania 

Perer 

92405 

CA 


They assist the low-income population and is a 
service that benefits people! 

4/22/13 19:45 

Susan 

Galante 


NC 



4/22/13 19:49 

Moe 

Oein 

S2806 

CA 


The poor and especially the elderly needs to have 
this service; with these people it Is a Question of life 

or death. 

4/22/13 19:56 

Rkhard 

Sanabia 

37385 

TN 


Easily lives could be saved here. 

4/22/13 20:03 

Marie 

Conroy-Salbt 

94121 



Importarrl. Thanks. 

4/22/13 20:10 

Shari 


54914 

Wl 


Everyone rreeds a phone only to call for help. Iri 
the high tech world a phone is a necessity. 

4/22/13 20:17 

Sree 

Hill 

E3S9H 




4/22/13 20:22 

Annette 

DePaull 

9S201 

CA 

San JoaQuin Co. - Aging & 
Communitv Services 

This programs helps many low and medium income 

seniors who have had their incomes cut by up to 

$60.00 a month afford a phone which is critical for 

their safety. 

4/22/13.20:23 

Shawn 

D^mar 

EE&S3H 

tzai 


For protection all US Citizens (but that's 

4/22/13 20:24 

Bill 

Kleiber 

77340 

TX 


Lifeline program is important for helping individuals 
get jobs, receive emergency medical care and stay 
in touch with their support groups. There are not 
pay phones or* every block anymore and we know 
from running a toll free crisis hotline that 
impoverished individuals cannot even afford SO 
cents for a phone call. 

4/22/13 20:27 




1 


Not everyone has wealthy grandparents. Most of 

the elderly are or« a set budget. They deserve a cel! 

phone to carry with them in case of Illness or 

wm 

Leo 

Martinet 

92692 

■ 





levin 

94118 

CA 


CommunKation for the low-income is CRITICAL to 

their wsll-heing! 

4/22/13 20:33 

Jean 

Rlshel 


QI2HI 



4/22/13 20:40 

frank 

Pin 

19006 

■ 


It is my only phone service. As a 7S year old on 
social security i need - and rely • on this service. 

4/22/13 20:41 
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John 

Paul 

52086 

FL 



d/22/13 20:42 

Judy 

Passon 

49629 




4/22/13 20:44 

Corry 

Dastuf 

94954 

CA 



4/22/13 20:45 

Lynda 

Calligan 

20122 



It B a life line for the low income for employment, 
medKal. etc., who would not otherwise be able to 

afford this service. 

4/22/13 20:48 

David 

Karchem 

31311 

CA 



4/22/13 20:50 

Kathlean 

Shea-Barber 

48178 

Ml 


When Presidents Reagan & Bush recognized the 
value of non-tax supported life line, why would 
anyone not? Please preserve this necessary 

program. 

4/22/13 20:S4 

Mary 

DetrIck 

3375S 

FL 



4/22/13 21:11 






Very low income persons also have very limited 
options and resources to meet basic human needs. 
Simple communication is vital to maintenance of 
self-sufficiency, family and community 
relationships, access to education and employment, 
and the ability to seek emergency help, LifeLtne 
phone service enables those with very limited 
resources to sustain themselves, 'dieir loved ones, 
and their community responsibilities. 





■ 




fiobin 

McMIllon 

30126 

■ 


Because there are many Senior citizens who 
depend on this program to have a phone. 

4/22/13 21:43 

ftobln 

McMitlon 

30126 

■ 


Because there are many Senior citizens who 
depend on this prc«ram to have a phone, 

4/22/13 21'43 

Robin 

MeMillon 


HI 


Because there are many Senior citizens who 

depend ort this program to have a ohone. 

4/22/13 21:43 

Robin 

Vlch^ilton 


■ 


Because there are mar>y Senior citizens who 
depend on this prr^ram to have a phone. 

4/22/13 21:44 

Joe 

LaRocco 


(SHI 

ihhhhhbh 




Shutei 

9S461 

CA 




v)nu 

arumugham 

95111 




4/22/13 21:48 

David 

Sullivan 

95765 

CA 


1 am in a position to where 1 may be needing thjis 

4/22/13 21:51 
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Wilburn 

Runrreis 

77320 

TX 


Because 1 am leagally blind and would not be able 
to have a phcme to contact artyone for help when 
needed. I, along with MANY other persons who do 
not have funds, due to unfortunate circumstances, 
to own a phone. Please support continuirtg the 
lifeline pn^ram. 

4/22/13 21:54 

bal 

evans 


CA 



4/22/13 21'.56 

Fred 

Schwacke 

05340 

VT 

mmniHHi 



hat 

evens 

SEBi 

S9I 


Every dollaf helps when you're poor. 

4/22/13 22;18 

Teresa 

Sweet 




1 have it.need it, and use it. I'm very thankful for the 

assistance' Thank you for your help in keeping 

programs afloat for those who struggle to nake 

ends meet! 


Deborah 

Fexis 


SEEH 

IIBHHHHH 


mazEfonHiH 

Gladys 

Nockirr 


B 


That program saves lives in poor comrnunities. 

4/22/13 22:28 

TtOM 

HAMPTON 

EESBH 

OSH 



4/22/13 22:28 

Don 

Purcell 

77346 

TX 


Best opportunity for low income to find work- 

communication. 

4/22/13 22:38 

Cathy 

Banks 

60409 

■ 


for unemployed job seekers artd low income seniors 

4/22/13 22:39 

Edward 

lanuary 

71203 

kft , 

Pilgrim MissioriaryCOO 



Richard 

Ferraro 

02481 

1 


safety ,communicat<on with friends, loved 
or>es, support groups/agencies/medical care- 
givers.dignity 

4/22/13 22:58 

linda 

chance 


s 

HHWHi 



Jolene 

Davidson 

46322 

IN 



q^sssebsh! 

QJSSJSBHIH 

Taylor 


B 


Because it saves low-income families money. 

4/22/13 23:14 


Smith 


SOU 


Everyone should have access to the internet! 

4/22/13 23:30 

■ 





Wireless lifeline benefit particularly senior cititens 
who have tw family and very few friends to check 
on their well being. This provides a means for a 
senKw individual to call for help should they need it 
tn the event of an emetgencv. 
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Mary Ann 

Oangman 

835-il 

ID 


It yw are applyine for Jobs, 1 think it would be 
essential for potential employers to be able to 
contact applicants. Also may need s phone for 

emereency contacts. 

4,/22/13 23:51 

Charlene 

Campbell 

33991 

FL 


Young families are usuafly taking classes to better 
themselves and woming full time, they need this to 
better themselves and add to our economy. 

4/23/13 0:02 

ROBERT L 

HOOKS Sr 

27405 

NC 


A HOUSE PHONE IS OVER $60.00 FOR LOCAL CALLS 
PER MONTH, THE CELL IS A BIG HELP WITH NONE 

LOCAL CALLS 

4/23/13 0:07 

Martha 

Mattes 


sm 

'||||■■||■||■|||■|||■ 


4/23/13 0:15 

Charles L. 

llllllllll 


■ 


As a person who has been low income at times and 
as a sociahvorker ! am aware of many people who 

benefit from this service. 

4/23/13 0:21 

Celirta 

Castillo Velazguet 

92702 

CO 


Yes, 1 support low income wireless lifeline oroeram 

4/23/13 0:33 

Steve 

Landrum 

94043 



HHBHHHHBIIHHHHHIIIi 


Marv 

Lyda 


SB 



SBSEl&SHHIlii 

Cheryl 

Clayton 

95502 

CA 


40 years ago. as a young single parent, lifeline 

service was alt I could afford in order to have access 

to telephone service. 1 am now a senior, soon to be 

on a fixed income, and will most likely once again 

need this program in order to access emergency 

services I do not own a cell phone, and cannot 

afford this costly service. Discontinuing this 
valuable pr^ram will cause immeasurable harm to 

seniors and other people living on a limited Income. 

Please continue lifeline service for LAND LINES as 

well as cell phones. 

4/23/131:11 

Claude 

Everett 

94611 

i 


without the lifeline program 1 could not afford to 
have a land line and they are necessary irt any 
natural emergency. 

4/23/15 1:16 

Alexander 

Sinik 

94930 

CA 


We particularly want to ensure that the Lifeline 
program subsidies continue for LANDLINE phones, 
which many lower-income families continue to 
depend on for essential communications. 

4/23/13 1:37 

Teifih 

Hashmi 

31750 

GA 



4/23/13 1:40 
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panda 


94116 

CA 


This is a ovcial subsidy that keeps low-income 
families connected. Otherwise they would not be 
able to afford this service. 1 strongly oppose any 

cuts to Ufeline. 

4/23/13 2:02 

Scott 

Sanders 

60649 

IL 


make it more efficient - don't drop it. there's a 

reason it’s called lifeline. 

4/23/13 2:03 

S8ndr«a 

eatey 

0700s 

NJ 


lT"s a necessity for seoiofs! 

4/23/13 2:07 

Gary 

Surgeon 

28077 

NC 


1 support low income wireless lifeline one reason is 
because Ronald Regan created and George 8ush 
renewed. 1 think it's a good program for those in 

4/23/13 2:35 

■ 





Having phone connectivity is absolutely necessary 

for any decent tort of survival in our society. I think 

that people suggesting otherwise should have their 

phones taken away from them, so they can see 

what if s like not to have them. 


Joseph 

Ricci 


a 



4/23/13 3:19 

Walt 

Esch 

30529 

■ 


■■111111111^^ 


WHIism 

Gruhike 

95060 

SB 


1 know people it helps 

imZECCMHHi 







nsBiixnHHi 

pat 

tomasula 



ll_l_llll_ll_ll__ll_ 


PIRQCISnHIliH 






This is an essential program that lets low income 
people in our eastern Kentucky region afford access 
to basic phone service. Without phone service their 
opportunities for improving their economic 
situation will be severely limited. This program also 
does not use taxpayer futKls. There Is no good 

reason to oppose it. 


Marsha 

Anderson 

64131 

MO 


This program is a g^antic help to low income 
persons. It enables them to look for employment, 
keep in contact with the schools where their 

children attend and obtain emergency services. 

Since it is not tax payer funded, there is no reason 
to cut it. if President Reagan approved it, his 
adorers should continue to support it. 

4/23/a;-. 8:01 
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Tony 

Thomas 

46805 

IN 


1 am an attorrtey working primarily with lower 
irKome persons. Many of my clients, especially low 
income, disabled clients, would not have phone 
service but for the “Obama phone" program. The 
phone is an important link to family & friends, 
police arKf government, and business services. It 

makes my clients less isolaCed 

4/23/13 8:18 

Alan 

Gurv(tr 

08050 

NJ 



4/23/13 8:29 

Shelita 

Richmond 

48234 

Ml 

Family & Crnty. Dev. Ctr. 

1 work for a nonprofit and I assist low income 
individuals with finding resources and employment. 
Without the phone assisonce some of them will 
have no way of staying in touch with perspective 

employers. 

4/23/13 8:36 

Theresa 

Gordon 

20724 

MO 


1 support it for our seniors, prices for everything is 
high for them to hardly get by, what else will tfiey 
take away? Our seniors deserve better care as do 
our veterans, everyone cant have an Iphone or 
whatever. This program has helped people 1 know 
with keeping in communciation vdth doctors fpi 
their kids, and school emergencies. Come on 
people, what next have os pay for the air we 
breathe. Keep this program alive. 

4/23/13 8:37 

Srenda 

Konkel 

53703 

Wl 


1 have many homeless friends who sleep all over 
the city in parks, on public lands, under bridges, at 
churches, in bushes, etc end this is often the only 
for them to reach out to others when in danger or 
SKk Also, they need these phones to stay in touch 
with doctors, potmtial employers, mental health 
providers and their support network. This would be 
a disaster if the program were to end. 

4/23/13 8:55 

Beth 

Martinez 

48076 

Ml 

lewish Vocational Services 
(Southfield Office) 

1 vrork with low income clients who depend on this 
phone to keep in contact with doctors and family. 
They are primarily on fixed incomes and couldn't 
afford a phone, especially the elderly clients. 

4/23/13 8:56 

Kami 

Griffiths 

94103 

CA 

Community Technoli^ 

Network 

People shouldn't be disconnected because they are 

low income. 

4/23/13 8:53 
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Brenda 

Konkel 

53703 



1 have many homeless friends who sleep all over 
the city in parks, on public lands, under bridges, at 
churches, in bushes, etc at»d this is often the only 
for them to reach out to others when in danger or 
sick Also, they need these phones to stay in touch 
with doctors, potential employers, mental health 
providers and their support network. This would be 
a disaster if the program were to end. 

4/23/13 9:02 

Juire 

Harris 


Him 



4/23/13 9:05 

Myrna 

Ulrich 




Because 1 am currently on it ! 

4/23/13 9:06 


Dahl Jr. 

S3713 

!^l 


1111^1111111^^ 

4/23/13 9:07 

Satorl 

Bailey 


■ 


Because it's crucial for low-income mothers to have 

a cell phone so (hat can be contacted in case of 
emergencies about their children. 


Sasha 

KovyalskI 

53719 

Wl 


This IS not a play games and google yourself phone, 
this is simply giving people a number. A way for 
schools, doctors, jobs, etc. to contact them. 

4/23/13 9:10 

Cody 

Williamson 

53703 




4/23/13 9:14 

Rex 

Thomas 




Please give the old and helpless a break! 

4/23/13 9:17 

Jess 

Anderson 

S^HI 



Government exists to support citizens in need. 

4/23/13 9:17 

Eisy 

Castillo 

07060 

■ 


Because I work for a nor>-profn and it allows many 

of the parents in the program to benefit From the 

program. 


Renee 

Nordeen 





qsseesehhhi 

Pete 

Frierson 

38401 

1 


It saves lives and there are folks that would be lost 
without lifeline. Please keep lifeline and continue to 
save lives. 

4/23/13 9:24 

Joe 

WashinKton 


jjj^B 



4/23/13 9:31 


Shultz 

24012 

VA 


1 have seen first hand how these phones have 
helped tow income families. They are especially 
helpful to low income elderly and disabled, who 
would have noway to contact doctors, family, 
emergency help without them. Please do not do 
away with this program. 

4/23/13 9:36 
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Shannon 

frey 

53703 



Helps many individuais accomplish what they need 

4/23/13 9:37 

Sharron 

St.John 

53715 

W1 


because EVERYONE needs some bit of security and 

connection irt these hard hard times. 

4/23/13 9:37 

Tamora 

Peters-Miller 

53508 

Wl 


It is SO necessary for people who are homeless or 
low income to get and maintain employment, 
contact medical personnel in emergencies and to 
maintain health and also for safety reason that 
many ^ce as they live in dangerous circumstances 
in bad areas of the city. Please do not do budget 
balartcing cm the backs of the most poor among usi 
Elasic human rieeds should be met first! 

4/23/13 9:43 

Gerald 

Berthol! 

71353 

LA 



4/23/13 9:44 

Samuel 

PhlHlos 

S3703 



Some things shouldn't be a luxury. 

4/23/13 9:54 

Dolores ' 

Negrete 

90014 

CA 


We need an the fiscal breaks available; While these 
wealthy fat cat politicians are callously prolonging 
the trend to unilaterally slash at programs and flsca 
assistance meant to help military vats, the elderly, 
poor, and disabled. That is, brutal disregard for the 
most vulnerable of society. 

4/23/13 9:59 

Marla 

8ovd 

77591 

TX 


Most of my clients with low or no income helps 
them keep in contact, especially for emergency 

4/23/13 10:07 

Erica 

Kuffler 

S3701 

Wl 


cause it is cheaper for people yyho have less and 
less fortune 

4/23/13 10:07 

Marla 

Boyd 

77015 

TX 


Low/no income people need it to stay connected 

4/23/13 10:10 

charitv 

hohlstein 

53704 




4/23/13 10:13 

JORDAN 

8 

33334 

FI 


NEEDED TO HELP PEOPLE WHO NEED IT... 

4/23/13 10:17 

Emmett 

Solomon 

77340 

TX 


There very few public telephones arty more. 

Without lifeline a significant number of citizens will 
be cut of from one of our primary forms of 
commonKalion, which will further dertigrate them 
and separate them from our society. 

4/23/13 10:18 

Charles 

Oollins 

78641 

TX 


1 might need it myself someday. 

4/23/1310:21 

Marcia 

Haten 

S3597 




4/23/13 10:30 

Norm 

Littlejohn 

53703 




4/23/13 10:33 


36 


Consumer Action 


Save Wireless Lifeline Petition 




198 


John 

Peiraclc 

15090 

PA 



4/23/13 10;39 

Rrts 

Charles 

1S206 

PA 


This is not a taxpayer expense and has assisted in 
many emei^ietKies. Government has really gotten 
out of hand. Do we need to become a third world 
country while the rich get richer? Save the PHONES 
Ifs not easy bem* a senior in this country. 

4/23/13 10142 

shirlev 


62002 

tL 


Older people need it 

4/23/13 10:43 

Claudia 



■ 


Because of the customers we serve at iS£D and the 

need for low income clients to have available to 

(hem low to rto cost communicalion 


Jenn 

Cunnmehani 

03103 

lllllll 

iiiiiiiiiiniiiiiimim^ 


4/23/13 10:54 

Barbara 

Quatrano 

28607 

NC 



4/23/1310:55 

Betty 

Walker 

3B562 

m 


1 have a sister that uses the low income program 

because she has a heart condition 

4/23/13 10;S7 






Will help low-income citiiens. 

4/23/13 10:57 

Cindv 

Une 


im 


This 1$ very important, living In a rural areal 

4/23/13 10:57 

Marv 

Klein 


i 


Everyone should be able to call an ambularice in an 
emergency, get call backs from their Doctors about 

treatment etc. 

4/23/13 10:58 

Edith 

wilsonHill 

15201 

PA 

HIHBHHIlilH 

IHIHHHHHIiHHHIlHH 


ian 

Sloan 



mmHiiiiiHiiii 

miBBiiiiiiiBiHimmiiH 

ER'Bti'BiH-’M— 1 

Dinah 

Miner 


191 


It is a big help to the sick, eldcrty and those with 
low-incomes. 

4/23/1310:58 

kemesha 


33161 



because i am a part of that percentaga of low 
inxone family and this phone helps me afot to 
communicate witj my family because i cant afford a 
ceK phone-.soto take it away would be horrible to 
the family who is using this program. 

4/23/13 10:58 

Kurt 

Nciswanper 

55422 

MN 

HHHUHMHHI 


4/23/13 10:58 

Jana 

Dtubak 


Q3I 

IHHHHHHH 


4/23/13 aO;S8 


Eget 

20109 

VA 


With incomes decreasing and phone bills 
increasing, it is becoming very hard to have contact 
with the outside in case of emergency or looking for 

4/23/13 10:59 
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Edwards 

89012 

NV 


These people need to have a phone for emergerrey 
use - be it to call for assistance or for a potential 
employer to call them. 

4/23/1311:00 

Kevin 

Reid 

20005 

DC 


Phones are important for safety and for helping 
people stay connected who need a support 

structure. 

4/23/lJ 11:00 

Edward 

Nushardt 

37CM2 

TN 


Provides a needed service for low income people 
who need a dependable way to communicate in 
emergencies, or to contact family members. 

4/23/1311:00 

carolann 

traev 

1A425 

NY 


1 Himk everyone should have a phone in case of an 

emergency 

4/23/13 11:01 

Felicia 

Allen 


liHI 



Q33BSQHHi 

Sharon 

Mylott 





4/23/13 11:01 

Kathleen 

Krawczvk 

16511 

PA 


1 may need it some day. 

4/25/13 11:01 

Tom 



■ 


1 support this program as long as it is not abused 
and the people receiving wireless service need it 

versus a land line. 


Ai 

Krause 

10025 

NY 



4/23/1311:01 

jim 

Rereat 


131 

HHHHIHHi 


4/23/13 11:02 

Linda 

Brackett 

30572 

GA 


it is a great help to low incomebfamilies. 

4/23/1311:02 

Michael 

Norden 

CSEM 




4/23/13 11:03 

Michael 

Subelka 


1 


No tax rnoney ts used, and helps poor people have 

a phone for calling fire, and police, as well other 

4/23/13 11:03 

Evelvn 

FEGLER 



3BBH 




beiiadonna 


1113 



4/23/1311:04 

Tanv* 


41011 

KY 


Because it can be a life and death issue If someone 
needs to call police or emergency response -for 
themselves or people near them. Also necessary for 
seople looking fwvrark who are working and need 
to call employer due to missing bus, or not able to 
come to work. Most employers require a working 

home for employment. 

4, '23/13 11:05 
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ANita 

Katz 

33434 

FL 


It is fair for those in need of the service and is a 
small charge on our phone biils^ NOT a government 

4/23/13 11:05 

JatnesM 

Manein 

— 

CA 


Especially needed for low income seniors and the 
homeless trying to find emptyment. 

4/23/13 11:05 

Roy 

Major 

30677 

GA 


Becauseit helps the poor without using tax fubds. 

4/23/1311:06 

Lois 

King 


OE 


it helps seniors and low income families to stay 
connected with doctors and schools and for the job 
searches 

4/23/13 11:06 

m 

Souls 

96064 



Phone communkatiors is vital to all persons, and 

the elderly and low income especiaily need it to be 


1 

FRANK 

OROSZ 


Hi 


It is just the right thing to do. What has happened 
to the humanity of the people apposing this? 

4/23/1311:07 

cesar 

Casillas 

SBEH 

HH 

IHIIIIHHHHiH 


4/23/1311:07 

Tina 

Mikhas! 

01516 



When going outside my home, it helps to have a 
cell phorte for safety and emergencies which 1 
totaliy can not afford on limited income. Helps to 
keep a hard line in the horrre to, in case of 
emergencies, btittards or power outages otherwise 

I would not have meatrs ofcommurtication to 

others outside my home. BTW 1 live alone. 

4/23/13 11:08 

Adam 

Solla 

34S18 

■ 



4/23/13 11:09 

Raymond 

Kopaska 


Ol 


it was for a good purpose 

4/23/13 11:09 

Joseon 

Oistewski 


n 

hhhhhhhhh 


ESSEBMHHHI 

fobert 

chrysafis 

80004 

CO 


i am low income artd have made use of this 
program in the passed and could iiave a rreed again 

to do so Its the future. 


Ryland 

Ross 


■ 


1 need It because 1 am retired and can not afford 
'andline phone. 

4/23/13 11:09 

Todx 

Bowerson 


Bm 

HHHHHHHHI 

1 used lifeline cell service now since unemploed 

4/23/13 11:09 

Phoenix 

Vie 


n 

HHHHIHHHB 

IHHHIHHIHHHHIIHHII 

4/23/13 11:10 

Deborah 

Aylor-Polisoto 


■■ 

■■■■HHHH 


4/23/1311:10 
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Araceiy 

Solla 

94518 

CA 


We should help everyone who needs help. We have 
been there and needed help and there was no one. 

4/23/13 11:10 

John 

Kufhta 

13160 

NV 


It he^ keep tow income people connected to 
services that they cannot afford 

4/23/13 11:10 

Jessica 

Reed 

53704 



1 work with people w4th disabilities who ore seeking 
paid employment. Many rely on these phones 
because they cannot afford a phone at a!!. For 
those who don't have any sort of phone, they miss 
calls for interviews and are virtually never hired 
because employers need to be able to contact 

employees. 

4/23/1311:10 

ron 

morrisette 

34234 




4/23/1311:11 

Davici 

Nunley 


u 


1 know several pestle that use it If they did not they 
would have a phone 

4/23/13 11:11 

(teorse 

iohnsor^ 



________ 

everyone can’t afford wireless. 

4/23/13 11:11 

Albert 

Dtiennik 




It helps people. 

4/23/1311:11 

deiores 

healey 


mm 



4/23/1311:11 

Dougias 

Neumann 

54488 

Wl 


It provides an essential service at 8 minima! cost. 

4/23/1311:12 

Miriam 

Vien! 

IISSO 

NY 


It is important for aN people, including poor people 
to be able to use our communications network. 

4/23/1311:12 

Gennaro 

Gareeno 

12118 

NY 


1 know a few elderly women that depend on this 

program. 

4/23/1311:12 

Donald 

Braekevelt 

48026 

Mi 


This bill will protect low income families. Plus It is 
not taxpayer fundedi 

4/23/1311:12 

debra 

swearlnsin 

35207 

CA 


Too manyof our seniors deserve and NEED this!!! 

4/23/1311:13 

Mike 

taylor 

21703 

MD 


It is a way of helping people and besides at the rate 
our elected officials are going 1 just might need it 
myself. 

4/23/1311:13 

Marv Arm 

Brown 

13039 

NY 


It has always benefitted so many people - it would 

be a shame to cut it now. 

4/23/1311:13 

Robert 

Gill 

19522 

PA 


Everyone should have access to 911 

4/23/13 11:13 

Nell 

Shaw 

02703 



It helps seniors and veterans stay connected. 

4/23/1311:13 
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Marcelia 

Jackson 

60621 

IL 


I support the iow-income Wireless Lifeline program 
afiows people to stay connected. While looking for 
job it '» imperative for a potenbal employer to be 
able to reach you to set op the interview and later 
offer a position. This position is important for 
parents and emergencies. 

4/23/13 11:14 

JIM 

HENRY 

16S09 

mm 


TAX THE WEALTHY 


SBISEEflH 

Vartanian 

91116 

w.. 

_________ 


lii-iwmBt-— 

terry 

cloyd 


DBi 



4/23/1311:14 

Yelena 

Ryabenkiy 

33351 

FL 


1 am low mcome and disable 

4/23/13 11:14 

Paul 

Haakonson 

12303 

NY 


Great program for those who can't afford it.,. 

4/23/1311:14 

ianie 

dial 

08260 

■ 


My elderly sister {79f disabled could not afford to 

have a ceil phone makii^ it impossible to 
communicate with anyone. 

4/23/13 11:14 

Karen 

Levine 





4/23/1311:14 

Ocna 

Martinez 

60060 

IL 

bhhhhhh 

Im am a low income Wifeless recipient 

4/23/13 11:15 

Dan 

Duizeer 

37219 

H 


for folks who truly can’t afford celluar service, this 
could be a life saver 





■ 


The Lifeline program is just that • a phone cal! to 

911 can save a life. 


Dennis 

Cummins 

728SS 

i 


t have friends who need the help and need a phone 

to be safe. They would not be able to have one If 
not for Lifeline 

4/23/1311:17 

Gail 

LaCroIx-Strube 

06498 

CT 


vou never know when you mav need help 

4/23/13 11:17 

eeeta 

chankasinizh 

10466 

NY 



4/23/13 11:17 

Robert 

Stable 

44S20 

OH 


Because ir» 12 months I will be retiring and may 

need help. Keep up the good work. 

4/23/1311:17 




M 


Because the rsame Lifeline say's it all. It is a lifeline 
for those who can not afford this sendee on their 

4/23/1311:17 

lose 

Montanez 

1242S 

nnni 


MiMiliM 

4/23/13 11:18 

Richard 

Rofters 

96740 

H, 



4/23/X3 11:18 

Rebecca 

Mills 

77803 

■ 


This may be the only way for some people in need 

to start again and reenter the work force. 

4/23/13 11.19 
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Barbara 

Morin 

04756 

ME 


Working in subsidized housing for the 
elderly/disabled, 1 have seen first hand Now this 
program saves our residents money of telephone 
expenses. Residents use the extra money to pay 
other bills or to buy groceries. It is demfinteiy a 
good program for the elderly and disabled 
population. 

4/23/13 11:20 

debbi 

pratt 

98199 

WA 



4/23/13 11:20 

Brenda 

Carter 




There are those who really need this. If you want to 

do something do like Florida. Pass a law that will 

reouire Social Service recieptants to be drug free to 

receive benehts. 

4/23/1311:21 

JOSEPH 

WfNCEK 

18705 



HHHHHHHHHHHHBi 

4/23/1311:21 

Myrna 

Sak 


{QH 

IHUHIIIHHHi 

IIIHHIIIHHHHHHHBHHi 


Adelina 

Torres 

79549 



Because sometimes 1 used... 

4/23/1311:21 

Kevin 

Crupi 


ISHI 


Help these people to become productive citizens 

4/23/1311:21 






The reduced cost of communication services for the 
senior citizens 1 serve hehJS with their monttiiy 
expenses The high cost of living In urban areas Is a 
challenge for those limited Income, having a 
reduced rate for phone services is very beneficial. 





■ 


no tax dollars involved and it's the lieht thine to do. 

4/23/13 11:22 

Eunice 

Payton 


C9II 



'JiLUillUMHB 

Dena 

Martinez 


11 


1 am a reciever 


Marianna 

Stewart 

14870 



In our technological society, telephone service is a 
right and a rtecessity, not a privilege reserved for 
those who can afford it, Basic voice-only cell service 
IS both more useful and much more affordable than 

landline service, so Wireless Lifeline is even more 

worthy of support than conventional lifeline. 

4/23/13 11:22 

Sernd 

Deve 

87110 

NM 


A worthwhile program that has minimal taxpayer 
impact Yes my phone bill is probably a bit higher to 
support the U5F, but worthwhile. It should be a 
basic needs cell phone - no text, no web. 

4/23/13 11:22 
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Margaret L 

Erode 

18252 

PA 


low income people need this extra help with phone 

bill 

4/23/1311:22 

Linda 

Carlson 

5153S 

lA 



4/23/13 11:22 

malisa 

danttlsr 

30635 

GA 


just to be nice...i feel in away tho that it isn't to help 
people like me-..the situation im stuck in I have 
tried hard to get a free tone and other help and all ! 
got was food stampsl...but I sign (his in hopes it will 
help other people 

4/23/1311:24 

Norcon 

Allen 

06076 

CT 


Gives people access to 911 

4/23/13 11:24 

Scott 

Andrews 

46350 

IN 


It Helps those who Need it, and and helps those in 
need of^ervices that are sometimes unavailable to 

low income families. 

4/23/13 11:25 

John 

Darovec 

SS3BI 

FL 


1 like to help people. 

4/23/1311:25 

Vincent 

Carney 

21001 



Today, having access to a telephone <s not a luxury. 
Its a necessity. 

4/23/1311:25 

John 

Acker 

ES]3ii 

fiBI 

HHIHBIIHHIi 

jjjimilllBHHHUBHHiiHi 

4/23/13 1.1:25 

ALFR60 

FERNALD 

06614 

Bfli 



4/23/13 11:26 

Norma 

Morrissey 

04073 

ME 


safty firstl 


Ann 

Whiting 

88011 

SI 


1 have a safelink phone, which keeps me in touch 

with my Dr, pharmacy and daughter. 

4/23/13 11:28 

Joseoh 

Troll 

72205 

AR 


MAIN REASON: Shared responsibiRtv for assisting 
those who are less fortunate. - Secondary Reason: 
Addihonally if we terminate the program the 
carriers will most likely pocket the funds they are 
already collecting for this program. No cost savings 
to the rest of us. No benefit to participants. 

4/23/1311:26 

Andrea 

Mitchell 

53534 

Wl 


1 work with women who are homeless and it Is 

extremely difficult for them to look for employment 
or housing without a phone, it is also necessary for 
getting connected with other resources. 

4/23/13 11:26 

Larry 

Heinlein 

ESS9HI 

FI 



4/23/13 11:26 

Richard 


S54S2 

CA 


1 am a too percent disabled American. 1 have many 

friends like roe who either rely or will need the 
savings and security the Lifeline pn^ram for years 
provided* 

4/23/13 11:27 
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Serenity 

Smtfe 

24521 




4/23/13 11:27 

M.ry 

Vervan 

X7201 

PA 


It is essential to the safety crflovy-incomc 

individuals. 

4/23/13 11:27 

Mary 

Eicher 

44606 

OH 



4/23/13 11:28 

Charles 

Johnson 

74565 

OK 


my mother is on it. 

4/23/13 11:28 


Gorney 

48708 



To give l<m income, unemployed folks who want to 
v»ork, an avenue for prospective employers to 
contact them. 

4/23/1311:28 

Penelope 

'imii 

66214 

K5 


It's cheap it helps people who can’t afford to have a 
high price phone bill 1 think the life line service is 
wonderful 

4/23/1311:29 

QSSSSIHIIil 

Burg 




Because 1 am a member. 

4/23/13 11:29 

BBZBSSHHi 


46711 

IN 


a phone call can save a life or lives 

4/23/1311:30 

Antonio 

Rofrano 

068S0 

CT 


Because it does provide a necessary riecd in our 
modern time, without which, people who can not 
afford phone service, would be alienated from 
having contact vnth schools, job seeking, 
emergencies, family & friends connections and the 
like. Plus, It is very affordable to buy more minutes 
when they are needed. Tbe sendee also gives the 
benefits of bemg, able to carry a celt phone 
anywhere and the basic use of catling and retrieving 
voice mails, just as a home phone. In addition the 
teirt messaging service is very convenient and saves 
voice minutes, whenever a short communication Is 
needed. Thank You. 

4/23/13 11:32 

John 

Kennedy 


hh 





Carson 

18980 

PA 


1 think everyone should have access to wireless 

communication that they can use to stay connected 
& to seek help in emergencies. 



Langford 

99354 



Because it atlovrt low incomes to get good truthful 

unbiased news like other citirens 

4/23/13 21:34 

jav 

tarowitt 


hh 



4/23/13 11:35 

James 

Santini 

29461 


ijiiiiiiiiiiiiiifminii 

|||||||||B|||||[|||||||||||H 

4/23/13 11:36 

Mary 

Clements 

04105 





4/23/13 12:36 


44 


Consumer Action 


Save Wireless Lifeline Petition 







206 


Peter 

Etu 

14223 



it makes good sense to provide low-income 
Americans Mrith theabirrty, at the very least, to 
quitkly summon 911 assistance in the event of an 
emergeiKy. Since it is not funded from federal 
taxes. Cor^ress should leave it in place and not 
attempt to turn It into a partisan issue. 

4/23, '13 11;36 

GrcB 

Schwatm 

48506 



It gives people that dont have a mobile phone, to 
use in emergencies or iust to place that quick cal! to 
let someone know they've let there desination or 
are on there way. that dont need to talk on it all 
day long, very handy to keep in your purse, pocket, 
or glove compartment. Thank you. 

4/23/1311:36 

keith 

merriman 

43119 

OH 


how can you get job if you don't have a phone, you 
need a lob to afford a phone. 

4/23/13 11:36 

Karen 

Webb 

34449 

■ 


You Need to keep this Going mostly for the 

People.Elderly.Families that Need it.. 

4/23/1311:37 

Pamela 





In our life time we alt have storms or we haven't 

been afforded the opportunity that others might 

have therefore, lets help each other sirKC we never 

know if one day we might need help from the ones 

that were at once less fortunate than we are. 

4/23/1311:38 

Preeloadlng 

NiRSer 

34902 

LA 


1 rieeds my tree services! 

4/23/1311:38 

Mark 

Rowntree 

92707 

m 


Help the onderprivileRed to ftatn employment. 

4/23/1311:39 

Kristen 

Sebroeder 

19103 



People need access to phones, especially in 
emergertcies. Payphones are disappearing, so what 
will be left if this program is also cut? 

4/23/13 11:39 

Eric 

Siler 


■ 


The Wireless llfeUtre Program helps low-income 

Americans to get a lob and become a taxoaver. 

4/23/1311:39 

Sandra 

Cole 

98685 

WA 


Many of these people are single mothers who have 
to live in bad neighborhoods.. When they take 
public transportation to their minimum wage job 
they are sittirtg ducks to, from and at the bus stop. 

A mobile phone is access to help. 

4/23/13 11:39 
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morrow 

37323 

TN 


this program is essential to all who are disabled and 
low income who need to be able to call doctors etc 

4/23/1311:39 

Kaysea 

Johfjson 


IH 

hhhhhhih 


qssssshhh 

lisa 

corbin 


H 




Jimmy 

Cox 

88030 

H 

IHHH 

HHiSiSBBBB 

HfHH: 

Steve 

coulson 

92264 



Its a good thing for people, positive 

4/23/13 11'41 

Jennifer 

Cunningham 

60506 


HHHHHIHii 


4/23/13 11:41 

Unde 

Mortensen 

55403 

MN 


1 have been homeless three times and Xnow the 
importance of having a cellphone 'm crisis 
situations, it Is so vital that we extend this service 

to all who need it. It can helpa lot of people. 

4/23/1311:41 

holly 

1 


H 


1 am fighting cancer and need the lifeline cell 

ser\-ice 

4/23/13 11:42 

Tom 

Nvstel 

7941G 

■ 


■ may need it soon. I am retired and dealing withe 

greatly reduced income. 

4/23/1311:42 

Anthony 

lillich 

ISEQIi 



The need is still apparent. 

4/23/13 11:42 

Robert 

Woodruff 

47201- 

IN 


It's a humanitarian endeavor. 


Jeremiah 

Cutatar 

95350 

CA 

hhhhhhhh 

hhhhhbhhhhhhhh 


Richard 

Han 


SHI 

[^■HHHHHII 

hhhhhhhhhhhhhb 

EJH&BSHHHIi 

Leo 

Schott IH 

64506 

MO _ 


1 feel it serves a specific useful service. 

4/23/13 11;4S 

iSSSOSSHHi 

Denson 

S!E3Hi 

Bi 



4/23/1311:46 

SEZEBfllHIl 

Dossln 

BSSH 

SB 



4/23/1311:46 

daphne 

heath 

20904 



because I'm on a monthly fixed income and without 

it 1 would have no telecomunication. 

4/23/1311:46 




1 


1 support It for tow income persons with necessity 

to have it only. Right now for what I hear and see 

this program is way over abused. There are way too 

many people getting these phones on my dime that 

abosdutlv do not deserve them. Straighten out this 

program then I will support It. 

4/23/TJ 11:46 

April 

Bowers 

HI 

rx 


Swery str^ie person in the nation should be able to 

eali for help when needed! 

4/23/1311:4? 

Robert 

Gartner 


NY 



4/23/13 11:47 
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Jotm 

Eakins 

52501 

!A 



4/23/13 11:47 

John 

Krijov 

93550 




4/23/1311:47 

Robin 

Fulgham 

14094 

NY 


Mostly for seniors v^k> cannot afford ser\nce 
otherwise. 

4/23/13 11:47 

ed 

flees 

49345 

Ml 


Because it a needed service 

4/23/13 11:47 

Joan 

Quinn 

137S2 

NY 



4/23/1311:48 

Philip M. 

Kober, JD. MO, PhD 

53704 

Wl 


This is another simple and cost-effective program 
to support vulnerable people in society. As 1 am 
disabled and retired and on a fixed income, 1 
personally know what it means to be one of those 
vulnerable people. We have no right to Ignore such 
people! 

4/23/13 11:48 

Party 

Harter 

iVM 

gSH 


Hlep them get a iob!!!!!l!lin] 

4/23/1311:48 

tarry 

Sterner 

iSSSHI 



I'm the one paying for it on mv monthly Bill 

4/23/13 11:48 

Rox 

Petoskey 

SSBI 

CQH 



4/23/1311:49 

Tim 

Willerdson 

84115 



Telephone is an important tool for economic 
viability. Removing that serwce from people at the 
low end of the income scale will hurt those who 
need help the most. 

4/23/1311:49 

Tammv 

Dunn 


m 

muBiHiiiiiiii 


4/23/13 11:49 

Jose 

Santos 

06001 

CT 


Low Income people need all the help they can get 
and this is an important benefit. 

4/23/13 11:50 




Ft, 


BECAUSE EVERY ONE NEEDS TO BE ABLE TO 

CONTACT SOMEONE IN ATIMC OF NEED. WOMEN 

IN ABUSIVE SITUATIONS. ELDERLY PEOPLE.PEOPLE 
WITH CHRONIC HEALTH PROBLEMS. OFTEN THESE 

ARE THE VERY FOLKS WHO CANT AFFORD CELL 
PHONES. OR ANY PHONE FC»t THAT MATTER. 

4/23/13 11:50 

Roger 

Hosfeld 

61114 



This Han effective way to keep low income families 

from slipping further from their ties to the 
community. 


deborah 

tavlor 


GA 


My grandmother has it and desperately needs it, 

4/23/13 11:50 

Marie 

White 

9862S 

« 


It has been my lifeline when 1 was seriously ill and 
needed immediate help. Do not cot this pr^ram as 
t does more GOOD than HARM!!!! 

4/23/1311:51 

roiand 

veilieux 

04901 

ME 


'or us poor people thank you 

4/23/1311:51 
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EDWARD 

HUTTO 

33771 



yes.i we,@vou paid maw(5pop bell paid for years. 

4/23/13 11;51 

Jere 

Mcfadden 

44310 




4/23/13 11:52 

CAROLYN 

MILLICAN 

38U7 

TN 


1 believe it has helped a number of low income 
people to connect with emergency services. 1 

believe it should continue. 

4/23/13 11:52 

Ambei 

Thompson 


HH 

ihhhhhhhb 


4/23/1311:52 

Edna 

McIntyre 

48601 

■ 


To help low income people have a telephone to 

communicate with- 

4/23/1311:52 

Karan 

StoTte 

14225 



1 believe a ceB phone might well save a life, it Is a 

hardship to rnaintainone for seniors and people on 

a budget offered by social services, especially in a 

job hunt. Particularly in NYS, where the taxes and 

fees are at least 10 times the Federal taxes. 


John 

Sohn 

[HI 

CA 


the needs of the extremly poor can be met, and all 
can uitiiite modern communications. Me Incllded 

4/23/1311:54 

Kurt 

Marden 

01720 

MA 

HHHHHIHHHH 

HHHHHBHHIHHHHH 

4/23/1311:5,5 

BS5EHHH 

Bogin 


H 

HIHHBHHHHHI 

PHIIHHHHHHBHHHiH 

4/23/1311:55 

Ralph 

Phelps 


2HH 

■IHIIIillHHIBHI 


4/23/13 11:56 






1 am a Lifeline subscriber and rety on this service 
rely on this service to make all my doctors appts. as 
well as receive information from my doctors and 
hospital. 1 have worked my whole life and at 49 
became declared disabled by SSA. Without this 
reduction in my phone bill 1 would he forced to 
reduce things like medicine, doctor appts., etc. 

Melissa 


ALICE M 

CLAY 


VA 


USEFUL FOR LOW INCOME PEOPLE TO CALL FOR 

HELP IN AN EMERGENCY 

4/23/1311:57 

Sharon 

Alexander 

76444 

IHi 



4/23/1311:57 

Roksat>a 

Akter 


mt 


Because I am using this wireless connection. 

4/23/1311:57 

BIIBIIIIBI 

Rash 

ISSBHi 

NC 


Is not taxpayer funded 

4/23/1311:57 

Andrea 

Williams 

nn 

FL 


Its my only meattsof communication, as I am a low 
ncome earner and cannot afford a regular cell 

4/23/13 11:58 

Joel 

Vignore 


MT 




4/23/1311:59 
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Wiiliam 


79930 

TX 


1 am a member of the law income group and the 
Ufetine program has. financially, saved my money 
and kept in touch with emergency agencies and my 
famiiy It's a good endeavor. 

4/25/13 11:59 

rita 

meuer 

S3704 

Wl 


1 have family members who are in need of these 
phones- Do you? 

4/23/13 12:01 


Watson 





4/23/13 12:01 

Carl 

Rosencrown 

08S27 

Nj 


Lifeline is a Necessity, not a luxury. 

4/23/13 12:01 

Lavtrne 

Price 

43215 



There are many seniors and handicap people who 
can not afford a traditional phone line and this 
allows then to have access to their doctors, family 
and emergency services they may need. 

4/23/13 12:01 

Mark 

Capoetta 





BBimHHii 

Drtaeilla 

hatcher 

hW 

s 

(■UMIHIHHI 


4/23/13 12:02 


Sotskv 

B£!3H 



It works for me 


Adam 

Stein 

SS9H 

&9H 




rex 

hobbs 


H 




Lorie 



■ 


For low income recipients , In America , And there is 

a growing number of u$ who Need this, service. 

4/23/13 12:03 

Louis 

Jones 


QSH 


These people need it for emergencies 

4/23/1312:03 

Adam 

Stein 


Qm 



4/23/13 12:04 

Cindy 

■ 

4S432 

OH 


1 support this because all households in the United 
States need some form of telephone services to 
reach police and fire/rescue services, i do not care 
who provides these services {wireless vs land line), 
but they are needed as our peculation expands and 

ages . Thank You :)( 

4/23/13 12:04 

Marcv 

Shaoiro 


SBH 



4/23/1312:04 

lynn 

dunr.an 

75067 

■ 


It keeps a lot of low income people connected to 
various helpful) things and is not funded by 
taxpayer dollars.. 

4/23/1312:04 

John 

Kavinskv 

SSSHI 




4/23/13 12:05 
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Linda 

Abla 

S800S 

N£ 


1 AM ON€ OF MANX PEOPLE ON LOW INCOME AND 

SUCH PROGRAMS ALLOW PEOPLE TO REOEVE THE 

HELP THEY NEED DUE TO LACK OF FUNDS THAT WE 

RECIEVE EVERY MONTH. WE FOR MOST PART 

DON'T HAVE FUNDS TO SURVIVE FROM MONTH TO 

MONTH TO BUY FOOD AFTER PAYING UTILITY BILLS 

AND MEDICAL BILLS, PLEASE DON'T TAKE THIS 
AWAY FROM THE AMERICAN PEOPLE AS WELL. YOU 

AT SOME POINT MAY BE IN THE SAME SITUATION 
LIKE MANY AMERICANS, SO PLEASE THINK LONG 

AND HARD WHAT YOU ARE SIGNING. GO BACK AND 

READ WHAT THIS ACTUALLY DOES BEFORE YOU 

JUST SIGNING SOMETHING jUSTTO GET IT OUT OF 

THE WAV. THINK LONG AND HARD , BECAUSE IT 
COULD SOMEDAY EFFECT YOU, AND IF NOT YOU 

SOMEONE YOU CARE FOR. 

4/23/13 12:05 

Vorda 

SrablnskI 

54601 

Wl 



4/23/13 12:05 

Jill 

Renner 


iSfli 


1 think this IS important for senior safety 

4/23/13 12:06 

Stuart 

Krivis 


m 

mHBBiiiiiiiHii 



Jeiisi 

Grant 

S7747 

so 


1 am a senior citUen on a Fixed income. 1 was a stay 
at home mom with little income. So 1 have little 
social security. 1 would be without phone services If 

1 had to pay full price for ray phone. Please leave 
this in place. 1 know Tm not the only person In this 
position. 

4/23/13 12:07 

Matthew 

Hull 

39503 

1 


The program provides a way of communication to 

those who need it and are unable to afford the cost 

of the communication 

4/23/13 12:08 

Lorette 

Theberge 

32168 

FL 


Great program for seniors and other tow-income 
people who can't afford other communication 
methods to reach emergency personnel 

4/23/13 12:08 

Albert 

Miranda 

77071 

TX 


1 see this program as a link to employment for the 
unemptoyed artd seniors citizens to stay in touch 
with their ioved ones. 

4/23/1,5 12:08 
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Stone 

07030 

NJ 


1 beHeve that parents who can’t afford celi phone 
contrals or house phones should be able to contact 
their diads school or doctors, same goes for 
seniors. This is a great service to the tow Income 
communilv. i really hope it cancontirtue 

4/23/13 12:09 

Hd 

Simmons 

33063 

FL 


So those who have tost a job mav have the ability to 
communicate to get other employment. Also so 
seniors on limited income can afford to be able to 
communicate with health workers and family. 

4/23/13 12,09 

Robert 

Snnis 


mm 


You never know...! might need it mv-self one dav. 

4/23/15 12:09 


Rose 

48113 



To provide necessary access to Seniors with health 
issues Gives so peace of mind to Seniors and their 
families 




98012 



We need everyone in the US able to participate in 
the process of being cititens - not just those 
financially capable 

4/23/13 12:10 

Carl 

Moss 


TX 


I'm A retired senior citizen 

4/23/13 12:10 

Dale 

Homme 

01376 

^Sll 


Lifeline helps me pay my phone bill every month, It 

makes a world of difference. 


mtcbael 

sweenev 

72764 

Aft 


f am one that bebeflis from the iifeine program. 

This allows me to stay in touch without paying high 
phone bills' 

4/23/13 12:12 

Leon 

Easter 


QQIII 



nRRERRBBHHl 




■ 


Its the right thing to do. to help the people In our 

country. 

4/23/1.312:12 

Dennis 



■ 


This service is exactly what the name implies, 
■lifeime'. For some this service is the difference 

between life and death! 

4/23/13 12:12 

Alfonso 

Rosario 


SB) 

HumnnimHi 


4/23/1312:12 








MoltY 

Slayback 

ini 

■ 


To allow residents excess to phone calls and for 

saftey issues. 

4/23/1312:13 
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greg and leshia 


44833 

OH 


seniors and those that are disabled need these 

leones, without them they may not be able to get 
help when needed. 

4/23/13 12:14 

Kurt 

leith 

ogoee 

a 


1 disabled & depend on this service. 

4/23/13 12:14 

AnKs 

Fox 

S3705 

Wf 


The very poor need a way to keep in touch with 
doctors, employers, family and friends. Many 
cannot afford even the least expensive cell phones. 

4/23/13 12:14 

Thvra 

Currie 

28340 



This is an important asset for those that might not 
other wise be able to afford a phone such as the 
elderly, the disabled, families with children and 

those that live in rural areas. 

4/23/13 12:15 

Sheila 

Thompson 

35845 

AL 


It helps aiot of people that cannot afford a phone 
especially the disabled and elderly 

4/23/13 12:15 

made 

iohns 

06066 

CT 


If not for this service I’d have no cell phone in an 

emergerscy. 

4/23/13 12:16 

Anastacia 

Russell 

46241 

IN 


Americans need cell phone service for emergencies, 

no matter their income. 

4/23/1312:16 

tames 

Carpenter 

02762 




4/23/13 12:17 

Dorafee 

Sandoe 

44460 

OH 


Some people can not afford the h^h cost of cell 
phones. We lifeline cells we can have a phone if our 
ear breaks down to we need local! some one for 
something important 

4/23/1312;17 

Dennis 

Basnett 

26554 

WV 


Too often, the name says it all: ’Ufe" • line. 

4/23/13 12:17 

louis 

Willis 

IESISH 


miiBmiiiiiii 


4/23/13 12:18 

Phyllis 

Mam 


M 


1 know many families that use and need this 
service. One single mother was thankful when she 
had to call 911 

4/23/1312:18 
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Aaron 

Bird 

01220 

MA 


t support this bilts because it helps me to stay in 
touch with my loved one's. 1 have had major back 
surgery an have to work because f was tofd ! was 
young enjoy to keep going. Even though my doctors 
said no. < need a phone in case something happens 
to mean 1 need to call my mom or sister or 911. An 
with the hard times now it makes it even harder. 
Please keep this going so people like me have peace 
of mind knowing that my government is there for 
me even if they say i will hurt my seif more working 
an one day «ntl not able to walk, or something 
worse. Thank you 

4/23/13 12;19 

Tom 

Burns 


CA 


It is democratic and needed. 

4/2.3/13 12;19 

MrMrs Charles 

NIthlsa 

Pantino 

3203A 



It makes sense. 

4/23/13 12:19 

Jeffrey 

Slmof> 

54501 

Wl 


1 have no job and it’s been almost 4 years . 1 need 
this phone as much as need assault weapons . 

I've paid taxes for your other ''programs" with you 
now refer to a "entitlements" for 40 years and 1 
"entitled" to have this phone for emergency's artd 
to look tor that "job" i might "Bever” find due to 
your lack of support of the current administration . 
Take my phone away and ANY of our 

ENTITIEMENTS and 1 and others like me will "TAKE 
VOUft JOBS AWAY" by rroi voting for the "nays' on 
this and other entiticments next electron . Mr. 

Simon 

4/23/1312:20 



48504 

Mi 


1 am on the lifeline program and it has allowed me 

the ability to be ability to be contacted at work 
right away when my children are I'll, it also has 
allowed me to be able to get assistance 


freda 

Burrouehs 

48504 

Mi 


I am on the lifeline program and it has allowed me 
the ability to be ability to be contacted at work 
right away when my children are I'll, it also has 
allowed me to be able to get assistance 

4/23/l.i 12:21 
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Doris 

Kamila 

OiGOS 

MA 


My mother-in-law benefited from it for several 
years and now that ) am a senior citizen I'm aware 
that < might soon need this vital service. 1 have also 
seen many other people in my social circle over the 
years who's lives have been saved by the ability to 
call 912 hi an emei^ency. 

4/23/13 12'.21 

John 

Stalkowski 

07032 

NJ 


Telecommunications is the lifeline for this country • 

no one should be denied this service. 

4/23/1312:22 

Nancy 

Strong 

32708 

a 





Johnson 


Q2QH 




Anna 

Martin 

Hli 

■ 


t am a scnioron a fixed income and know of others 

that this is REALLY a Ufeline. 

4/23/13 12:22 

Thomas 

Rutherford 

48519 



My SafeLink cell phone is the only phone 1 have, 

and if 1 didn't have it, I'd have a tough time having 

to go back to a landline. Many people in the 
building where 1 live depend on it as well If the FCC 

is already working on ways of cutting Lifeline fraud, 

let them do it. it's their Job to take care of 

teiecommumcationsl 


Marsha 

Cowen Hosfeld 


■ 



4/23/13 12:24 

Deborah 

Donnison 

32931 



Thai was started by Republicans and George Bush, 
so the Repubs should be Enfavor of this great Idea. 
KEEP LIFELINE and stop taking from to poor to give 
to the rich! 

4/23/13 12:24 

Howard 

Luebke 

43612 



Because low income people are NOT ALWAYS 

completely responsible for their income level 

OfTEN big bankers and b% business just want to cut 
their jobs to fill their ovro greedy pockets. The 

lower income folks need our help. 


Sebas(lar> 

Morell 

10027 



1 support the lifeline program because Verizon has 

refused to provide this service to many eligible 
disabled, (ow-mcome and senior citizens. 

4/23/1312:25 

Bonnie 

tabine 

58436 

ND 


1 have a mother that is 84 yrs, old & it helps her to 
live by herself as long as possible which In the long 
run helps us all is cheaper for the state also. 

d/23/13 12-.2S 
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Herbert C. 

Zieiler 

92399 

CA 



4/23/13 12;26 

Ciaudia 

DeMeito 

47802 



1 have friends and famity who would be unable to 

cal) for assistance without this service. Please do 
not take this service away. 

4/23/13 12:27 

Bobby 

FRENCH 

76801 

TX 


Because it helps save so many fives and does not 
cost any money to the Because it saves so many 
lives and does not cost anything to our annual 
budget. Lot's of people can't afford this service so It 
is a great service. Ptease do not end this program. 

4/23/13 12:28 

Dan 

Oampier 

32725 

FL 


tf someone is basicaSy broke it helps them to 
possibly find work and talk to their relatives. And 
the best reason lean think of to have a land llne.ls 
>n case Uie power goes out a land fine is more 
dependable than ceil photses. Cell phones are also 
not usually as clear so it is harder to understand 

4/23/13 12:29 

Ann 

Hunt 





4/23/13 12:29 

iudv 

Lowry 

0SS50 

NJ 


because it's fair 

4/23/13 12:30 

Kenneth 

Vasko 





4/23/13 12:34 

Timothy 

Patnode 

12.180 

NY 


1 support for the disabled community which my 
wife and 1 are part of. Thank you. 

4/23/13 12:34 

Tamara 

Hedlund 

54241 

Wl 


1 am a low income person, I have a family of 3 and 1 
am trying to survive on the S720 1 get each month 
from disability. 1 have a lifeline phone ar^d 1 don't 
know what 1 would do without it. 'This phone helps 
me get in contact with different programs Chet are 
useful to me, it allows me to set op doctors 
appointments for my family and 1, and it allows me 
to calf 911 in case of an emergency. I have a 16 
month old daughter and being without a phone is 
not an option, however 1 cannot afford an actual 
phor>e plan. Please do not get rid of Che lifeline 
plan, my family depends on it. 

4/23/13 12:34 


Reyes 

78645 

TX 


t helps low income veterans |& others)! 

4/23/13 12:36 

Dave 

Durham 

45314 




4/23/13 12:36 
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Darlene 

Thomas 

386$4 

MS 


1 thinic it's a wonderful idea to help low Income ar>d 
seniors Helps for finding work, doctor 
appointments, emergerKV calls, and let's seniors 
keep in touch with family. They should up the free 
minutes too..Gave back government, since the 
goverrtment is suppose to be for the people by the 
people, but some how the 1% and Washington has 
forgotten that fact,. 

A,/Z3/1312;36 


Thorntorv 



ibihhhbh 


i/23/13 12;36 

Sonnie 

Rabine 

S8<335 



My mother inlaw has one now & it takes a load off 

of our minds to know all she has to do is hit the 
button & she can be helped. Keep this good 
program for our seniors. Thank you 

4/23/1312:36 

lOfi 

RIrrs 

43CI1S 

OH 

Community Action of 

Organitatron Delaware 

Many of our clients are low Income and have no 

resources to afford a regular phone. With the 

lifeline phone, program, they are better able to 

connect with agencies, schedule Or. Appointments, 

stay in contact with utilities, and follow op on 

referrals. 

4/23/13 12:37 

Dorothy 

Thornton 

^311 


■■■llllllllllllllllll^^ 


4/23/13 12:37 

Trudy 


46208 

IN 


Because mar\y people cannot afford a phone and 
need to access to a phorre and it is wel needed 

program. 

4/23/13 12:37 

Karen 

Leonard) 

0M07 

NJ 


Although 1 don't use it at this time, I may have to In 
the future, since 1 have a limited source of income, 

Not everyone is fortunate in this world to have a 
high salary at the expertse of others. I fee! it is 
ttecessary to help people in need. 

4/23/1312:38 

Andrew 

Cameron 

32501 

ft 


Need to make doctor app and keep in touch with 

4/23/13 12:38 

Carol 

Hatfield 





4/23/13 12:38 

William 

Aleman 

00926 

PR 


t supports low income families, they can focus 
more on getting jobs and money than 
telecommunications. 

4/25/13 12:39 
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gloria 


31709 

CA 


Evervor>e shoukf have contact with their family. 

This economy has taken its tdl. No one should be 

4/23/13 12:39 

)eff 

Lovury 

15905 

PA 



4/23/13 12:40 

Bll! 

Britt 

12282 

ISfllllllllf 


Have etder relitves this is there only phorre they are 

abletoalTord! 

4/23/1312:40 

Florence 

Holmes 

79930 

Eai 



4/23/13 12:40 

Urrcts 

Founlaine 

33903 

■ 


Lifeline is a very important and sometirnes life 
saving tool for Seniors and disabled on a small fixed 

income. 

4/23/1312:41 

Patty 

Grogan 

SSSHI 

gm 



4/23/13 12:41 

ESSHHII 

Alioth 






EESESHB 

CSSSHHHB 


TX 





H 


lA 


Because 1 believe that everyone should have access 

to emergency services. The lifeline program Is a 

critical service to low-mod income families who 

can’t afford to pay for phone service. 




33308 

FL 


My son, diagnosed mar>lc depressive, has benefited 
from this service when he could not manage 
owning a cell phone. 1 am grateful. 

4/23/13 12:42 




H.. . 




Anna 

taaffe 

ESS9H 

131 




Beth 

Hoff 


n 


First off because 1 am a participant in this program 
and 1 use it to calHong distance to family and use it 
for emergencies while 1 am driving. 

4/23/13 12:43 

Kevirr 

Joyce 

BIIISH 

SIS 



4/23/13 12:44 



98S41 

1 


i have a low income family and the lifeline service 

helps my family keep m contact through health 

issues and vyithout it my family wont have a phone 

to contact anyone fora while if it gets cut from us. 

4/23/13 12:44 

Diane 

Straka 


QBi 


Yes. please keep it. 

4/23/13 12:45 

Mimi 

Winter 


AZ 


l have a wireless lifeline and it is very important to 
me. 1 would not have communications with lifeline 

services when i am away from home without it. i 

cannot afford a cell phone. 

4/23/13 12:45 
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hether 

bailey 

12182 

NY 


There is a definate neef for this service if taken 
away remember f VOTE. 

4/23/13 12:46 

NADINE 

DAY 

20019 

DC 


IMPORTANT THAT Ai.1 PEOPU HAVE THE A8IUTY 

TO FAMILY AND EMERGENCY SERVICES VIA 

LIFELINE CEUT>HONES. 

4/23/13 12:46 

Freda 

Burroughs 




tt has afford me the ability to get help when my car 
broke down, and receive Help gukkiy. as a woman 
that is very important to me. 

4/23/13 12:46 


Norman 

4983? 

Ml 


This is a good program for older adults and for 
disabled persons of lower income that would not 
have a phone 

4/23/13 12:47 

NADINE 

DAY 

20019 

DC 


IMPORTANT THAT ALL PEOPLE HAVE ACCESS TO 

FAMILY AND EMERGENCY SERVICES VIA THE 

Ilf EllNE CELLPHONE NETWORK. 

4/23/1312:48 

James 

PilewskI 

44095 

■ 


Are wea carirsgrepubikor are we just a capitalist 
ultimate fighting competition? 

4/23/13 12:48 

George 

HenrcsTv 

IW 

■ 


This is a great tool 1 myself am disabled and we 
disabled and elderly need everything we can get. 

4/23/13 12:48 

Vicki 

Hawkins 

SSSHI 

BSH 

limHBHHHiH 


4/23/13 12:49 

Brennan 

Pape 

73162 



1 believe every American should have access to 

phone service for emergency purposes, for 

participation in the labor market and really any 

other use. 1 believe this program should be 

expanded to bask internet service as well. 

4/23/13 12:49 

Andrea 

Mullet 

43040 

OH 


< am a Family Development Specialist for 

Community Action in Marysville. OH. This program 
allows phone access to clients, vrtio would 

otherwise be urvabte to afford landlines or 
conventional cell phone ser>nce. This includes the 
elderly, single mothers and veterans. Cutting this 
program would drastically effect the quality of their 
lives. It would put them at risk of not having access 
to emergeny services arrd not having access to 
employment. Thank you for your consideration. 

4/23/13 12:50 


S8 
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Elij«beth 


53716 

Wl 


1 have be^! an advocate for survivors of domestic 
abuse for over 6 years, and I have seen the Wireless 
lifeline program serve an incredibly important 
purpose in helping keep surwvors safe once they've 
left ttieir abusive relationships. 

4/23/13 12:50 

Ruben 

Sanchez 

606a X 



Lifeline is such a simple idea and yet such a cost- 
effective way to keep low-incoma people - 
including seniors and veterans - connected to Job 
opportunities. 911, and other services! 

4/23/13 12:50 

M 


48446 

Ml 



4/23/13 12:51 

ieH 

Deaton 






bob 

Barker 

94561 

■ 


Lifeline is a great tool to provide emergency 

services and basic phorte service to help keep 
people connected and get a job. 





■ 


The Lifeline wireless lifeline program helps millions 

of people stay connected to Pamdy. Doctors, 
Medical and Emergency help. 

4/23/13 12:53 

loseoh 

witkins 




i do not support free phones.it is bull shit. 


Sussn 

Preston 

32658 





QSBSEEBHHI 

Brown 





4/23/1312:53 

Jeanette 

Adams 

88352 

NM 


If we truly care about supporting tow-income 
people, then we should not be wiping out yet 
another resource previously available to them. 

4/23/13 12:54 

QSSSIIHHIIIIi 

Tahk 


Wl 



4/23/13 12:56 


Singer 

21230 



because seniors and Vets take enough beating from 
ourgovasit is. thepoor people need all the help 
wecangiveMlillHlMHIHItlinil 

4/23/13 12:56 

John 

Cerenco 

lESEH 

CA 


Because you've hurt veterans enough already. 

4/23/13 12:56 


Gregory 




It is designed to help less fortunate people. 

4/23/13 12:58 

Russel! 

Baer 

02740 


bbbb 



James 

Smith 


TX 


1 think it is very vital and an excellent program. 


Carolyn 

McCarthy 

13041 

NY 


This is a needed service for seniors and others for 

emergencies and other vital reasons. Thank you. 

4/23/13 12:59 

Kevin 

Cohan 

54839 

Wl 


A Very Important Pn^ram for low Income 

indcviduals.,. 

4/23/1312:59 


59 


Consumer Action 


Save Wireless Lifeline Petition 














221 


Gary 

Bodine 

39402 

MS 


For family safety! ie-911 

4/23/1313:04 

Roger 

Carr 

75801 

TX 



4/23/13 13:04 

Tom 

Wiliams 

65251 



This service is vita) to low-income people. 

4/23/13 13:04 

Roberto J 

Martinez Jr 

78043 

TX 


For people with low income that can't afford 
telephone service. Also can save a life in case of an 

emergency. 

4/23/13 13:05 

DLborah 

Charlow 

34601 

fl 


WE are a compassionate and caring people. We all 
are our brother's keeper and we look out for one 

another. There is no room to look down on others 
in the name of efficiency or less government and 
those who do are hypocrites of which we seem to 

have a super abundance. 

4/23/13 13:06 

David 

Coortan 

12373 

NY 


This type of program saves lives because of the 

access to E 911 

4/23/13 13:06 

Sail 

Vaughn 




Because 1 have it ! 

4/23/13 13:06 

Rick 

Bolotin 

22206 

■ 


Not everyone can afford Cell phones. Smart phones 
or other new technologyl Especially those of us ott 
Disability. 

4/23/13 13:06 

Shirley 

Meier 





4/23/13 13:07 

Rosie 

Johnson 

33212 

MS 


1 believe it’s a great wav for the less fortunate to 
means means of communication. 

4/23/13 13:07 

Richard 

Hoffman 

12057 

NY 


1 think that it is important for alt our cititens to be 
able to contact family members In any emergency 

4/23/13 13:09 

Eugene 

OInse 





4/23/13 13:10 

kenneth 

walcfvoge! 

54761 

Wl 


My income is very low and 1 cant afford to the high 

prices for wireless services from att and Veriton. ( 

use this prr^ram to have service away from home. 

4/23/13 13:10 

barbara 

bauver 


NC 



4/23/13 13:10 

Ruth 

Warburton 


■ 



4/23/13 13:10 

David 

Kuehn 





4/23/13 13:11 
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Sara 

Spurgeon 

85015 

AZ 


1 wasa homemaker for 20 years and then I worked 
outside my home for 23 years. ! get $766. dollars 
from Social Security and that is all I have. 1 live in an 
apartment. My rent is more than half my income 
and that doesn't include utilities. Lifeline Is rny only 
phone. 1 depend on it to call for help, to call my 
doctor, etc. 1 can barely afford to live and there is 
no room in my budget for a phone bill. 

4/23/13 13:11 


Moore 


(SH 


1 might need it one day 

4/23/13 13:11 

Ralph 

Drake 


ISBH 


It allows families to stay in touch 

4/23/13 13:14 


Strader 


1 


Begun under a Republican president and expanded 

under another Republican president lifeline is a 

crucial program for lew income citizens, especially 

seniors and the disabled, for whom It can be a 
literal lifeline when emergency services are needed. 
Those now attacking the Lifeline program and 

calling It "Obama phones" are lying and they know 

It. This IS just one more way Conservatives in 

Congress are attempting to require lower and 

middle-class to support the country 
disproportionately, while their wealthy contributors 

grow ever falter at the expense of the rest of us. Do 

NOT let this happeni 

4/23/13 13:16 

Leo 

Kuczynski 

06410 

CT 


To help low-income Americans stay In touch with 
essential services. 

4/23/13 13:17 

Rtchaed 

Porter 

gfff 




4/23/13 13:17 

Mrs. Edwin 

McVav 

5221$ 

lA 


We have to stand together as seniors. Seems that 

they always look at senior things to cut first. How 

about their wages??? this is a necesserv program. 

4/23/13 13:17 

GWENDOLYN 

VENAY 

15206 



1 FEEL THAT IT IS TRULY NEEDED TCI HELP 

LOW-INCOME FAMIUES...LOOKING TO FIND WORK 

OR BEING ABLE TO STAY CONNECTED WITH THEIR 

CHILDREN' SCHOOL... 

4/23/1313:17 

Brian Todd 

Mituki 

SlOOl 

CA 


To support low income individuat needs In cases of 
ife emergencies. 

4/23/13 13:17 

Judith 

McNea 

S^SQIi 

Ml 



4/23/13 13:18 
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Barton 

Littlefield 

37870 



1 have know several persons who could not have 
had a phone otherwise. 

4/23/13 13:18 

Sameila 

Olusoga 

7di28 

OK 


) am on Social Security as a lot of other senior 
cituens are and Lifeline is for most of us are the 
only way we have to commuisleate. You are trying 
to take Social Security away from us and now you 
want to take Lifeline; what is nett putting ail of us 

In concentration camps? We have worked many 
years and would like some peace in our senior years 
why don't you stop trying to kill us off with stress. 

4/23/13 13;19 

Julia 

roster 

93901 

CA 

YWCA 

The Wireless Lifeline program gives low-income 
individuals the opportunity to connect to vita! 
services that they would not have access to 

otherwise. 

4/23/1313:19 




Ml 


IT'S VERY IMPORTANT TO LOW-INCOME 

PERSON'S!' 

4/23/13 13;20 

Amanda 

Whaley 





SSSSSl^HHH 

sandy 

mullins 


■ 


1 know many who use the service including my 
elderly disabled mother In law.That could not 
afford a wireless with out the program. 


Melvin 

Cottrell 

20019 

DC 


It a needed prograrn for those who rieed to stay iri 

touch vnth other on the go,or in case of an 

emergency. 



Berry 

27603 



1 support the proposal to CUT this program and to 
also reduce the fees 1 pay to TELCO's for Universal 

Service Fund (USF). Since when did a cellphone 

aecome a necessity of life. Last time 1 check those 

terns were food, shelter . heat and basic medical 

4/2.3/13 13:22 

QQSB3HHI 

toss 

I3SI3H 

MA 



4/23/13 13:22 

Deborah 

lacobson 

S8801 



t k called Lifeline for a purpose so let us continue 
to make ItaRfeline. 

4/23/13 13:23 

EHiabeth 

Gokey 

53704 

Wl 


work with veterans who rely on these phones. 

4/23/13 13:23 

Michael 

Slogan 

32696 

FI 


My wife is disabled, we live on fixed incomes, and 
depend on lifeline for communications. 

4/23/13 13:24 
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Robert 

Vroegh 

52732 

lA 


Many seniors are dependent on this proeram. 

4/23/1313:24 

Marianne 

Brody 

19090 

PA 



4/23/13 13;25 


Kay 

97015 



1 support because seniors and veterans deserve our 
support. Communication with cel! phones should 
eventually become free to all In the future. 

4/23/13 23;2S 

Evelyn 

Kelly 

90807 

CA 


1 know people that having Lifeline means the 
difference between having or not having necessary 

home telephone service. 

4/23/13 13:26 

ftorentioo 

Ruiz 


■ 


It helps low income people stay in touch with what 

(hey need to get ahead <n life; work, school, 

emergencies, etc... 


Paul 


12090 



Because it is a vital service that be available to 

those who would not otherwise be able to afford It. 

Lives and jobs depend on it. 

4/23/13 13:26 








HHI 

GaHentine 




for parents of small children who may not afford 

cell service 

4/23/13 13:26 

Merian 

Kozlowaki 

93438 

CA 



4/23/13 13:26 

||||H 


75702 



1 receive a home phone through the wireless lifeline 
program and 1 appreciate the help with paying my 
phone bill. 

4/23/13 13:27 

Snaron 

Riley 





4/23/13 13:28 

Emma 

YounK 

EESEH 



It helps 

4/23/13 13:29 

deb 

kearns 




It's the least we can do to help our vulnerable low- 

income citiizens! 

4/23/13 13:29 

Pau! 

Dinu 

97056 

OR 


A successful program - begun under the Reagan 
administration, feciiitates minimal telephone access 
for low income consumers, no lex burden involved - 
a net benefit to the economy - unjustly, and 
inaccurately attacked by the likes of Rush Limbaugh 

4/23/1313:30 

;.m 

BSHHHIB 




no cost to consumers 

4/23/13 13:31 
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Samuel 

Jeffries 

40152 

KY 


There are several reasons. One, what If a man or 
woman were in a halfway house. It would be easier 
to give a cell phone number to a perspective 
employer. Another rs what if ^u didn't have a 

home Some homeless do look for work. What 
phone number would they give? Also, what about 
safety. Low irwome people do drive. What if they 
have a second or third shift job. In an accident, they 
could call for help, given they were conscious. 

4/23/1313:31 

June 

Arnett 

75211 

TX 


1 am on lifeline for my home phone mv average 
phone bill is $33.00 a month W/O any long distance 

1 can't afford it.. Lifeline pays about half of it, I have 
copd. Asthma, HBP, 1 am on Otrygen and breathing 
treatments from workingwith chemicals a lot of 
illnesses. Without help with my phone 1 could not 
survive 1 need this service to meat my bills. And to 

help me be able to buy groceries. 

4/23/13 13:31 
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Linda 

LiK^t 

8S022 

A2 


Because il helps low-income people to Nave a 
phone who could not normally afford a phone. 
Unemployed people cannotgetjobs without a 
phone for the prospective employer to contact 
them at. Helping especially the unemployed or 
underemployed to get a job will help them to 
become more independent of government 
assistance Taking away the this program would 
mean a lot of people will be without phones 
because they cannot afford them. A phone, 
vrfielher tandline or cell phone, is necessary, not a 
luKury to get a job. or for safety reasons. People 
who end up homeless on the streets because of 
financial issues would be better able to 
communicate with friends and family or find shelter 
if they heve a cell phone. Having this cell phone 
from this program allowed my son to get a job by 
having a means for hts prospective employer to 
contact him when he became unemployed end 1 did 
not have money from my school financial aid 
money to pay for a phone, f'm going to school 
because I lost my jcrii and have been unable to get 
another Job in my field. So 1 am getting education In 
another career held. But 1 did not have any savings 
to help us out. neither did my son xh^en he lost his 
previous fob. So havii^ the free cell phone really 
helped us to improve our financial situation. 

4/23/13 13:31 

Sandra 

Allen 

EEEEEfli 



So many people need this vita! program 

4/23/13 13:32 

Ronald S 

Dean 

ESEE3I 

{Q| 



4/23/1313:33 

lay 

Mittner 

7060S 



Being able to call for help is a life or death ability. It 
is the most important benefit anyone can offer 
their fellow human. More importaixt than any other 
benefit. Change how It can be used but never drop 

It completefy. 

4/23/1313:33 

Sandra 

Allen 

97457 

OR 



4/23/13 13:34 
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John 

Lininger 

76082 

TX 


Because it is beneficial to the low 

income.eiderlv,handicapoed.8i disabled 

4,/23/13 13;35 

Rick 

Rodela 

9255i 

■ 


Because 1 no how important it is for the under 
privileged to have phones. 

4/23/13 13:35 

Nancy 

Allen 

53575 



so low income people can keep on using it. 

4/23/13 13:35 

Pamela 

Kells 

013B4 



My mother had this service when my father died 
and it was comforting for me to know someone was 
checking in on my mother when I was unable being 
300 miles away. This is a very important service for 
the elderly and folks in need. I would hate to see it 
go away. Please make a cut where it is rtot effecting 
the ones with the lowest income. 

4/23/13 13:35 

Jean 

Barker 




People Do Need This Service. 

4/23/1313:36 

HAROLD 



■ 


This program seems to be a simple and worthwhile 

effort to keep people safe and connected. 

4/23/13 13:36 

Nelson 

Alvarez 

90041 

CA 


people need it on special seniors, and dissably 
people. Don't cut it. 

4/23/13 13:36 

Colleen 

Glaser 

38460 

IN 


luse It myself, and don't know w4i8t t would do 

without it. 

4/23/13 13:37 






Cellphones are one of the most Important safety 
tools we have today. People now need them, more 
than ever. How long would the Boston Marathon 
Bombing investigation had taken without Vigilant 
Citizens and Smartphones? Don't screw this uo. 

4/23/1313:37 

Colleen 

Glaser 

38460 

El 


1 use it myself and dont know what 1 would do 

without >1 

4/23/13 13:38 

Nancy 



CT 



4/23/1313:38 

Ronald 

Hollis 


H 



4/23/13 13:38 

Maria 

Yxta 

92324 

CA 


1 am a retired person with a fixed income please do 
not stop this program 

4/23/13 13:38 

Maria 

Yrta 

92324 

CA 


1 am a retired person with a fixed income please do 
not stop this program 

4/23/13 13:39 

Socorro 


93901 

CA 

Housing Resource Center 

Its benefiaal for those who have no other means of 

communication. 

4/23/13 13:40 
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Wiiliam 

Nusbaum 

55426 

MN 


1 am one of the poor people who benefit from this 
program. Weare barely making it as it is and this 
program is Quite helpful to me attd my famifyl 

4/23/13 13;40 

ChervI 

Heponer 

22032 



1 »)pport tMs prc^am because it is the right thing 
to do and because it is so very important for health, 
safety, and security. 

4/23/13 13:40 

MARTA 

lIBONATi 

S2882 

CA 


IM LOW INCOME SENIOR AND THIS IS A REAL NEED. 

4/23/13 13:40 

Robert 

faden 





4/23/13 13:40 

Melissa 

States 

17372 

1 


1 feel It is important to help people that are unable 
to afford to do so theirsefves. Especially considering 
the amount of money wasted overpaying 
government officials. Nothing against anyone, i just 
feel it is much needed. Melissa J States 

4/23/13 13:41 

Marc 

Patterson 



________ 


4/23/13 13:42 

Steve 

MenaRe 

^SIIH 

KIM 




Marla 

fiuell 

1 

93940 

CA 


Provides access to basic services for peopie who 

can’t afford ridiculous bills from telephone 
companies, it's a life-saving device that cannot be 
taken away. 

in 

Michael 

Harcar 

EIS9H 












Christopher 

Sankston 

94087 

ESH 




Micheiie 

Veuns 


mm 




Enoch 

Fung 


■ 


The low income peopfe/senior/handicapped need 

this phoireto keep in contact with their relatives 

and friends. They also need the phone to call 911 

4/23/13 13:44 

lee 

Rogers 

EEBSBBI 

NK 



4/23/13 U;44 

Scott 

Heigt 

14206 

NY 


Essential in for those less fortunate in cost. Also for 
those with critical health and elderly! 

4/23/1313:45 

Yvette 

ssh^hhh 





4/23/13 13:45 

Stevie 

Tyler 


CA 



4/23/13 13:45 

Anthony 

Higa 

90066 

CA 


With tough economic times. 1 may soon to become 
a participant of this great program. 

4/23/13 13:46 
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mini 

kaplan 

33139 

FL 



4/23/13 13:46 

OSCAR 

SAENZ 

78610 

TX 


ITS A MATTER Of LIFE OR DEATH FOR SENIORS 

WHO CANT AFFORD CELL SERVICE- .THAT IS TOO 

HIGH COST. 

4/25/13 13:47 


Youngs 




We depend on these services. 

4/23/13 13:47 


Washington 

EES19H 

sm 


It helps dufioR emergency 

4/23/13 13-47 

Hannah 

Washington 

77066 

TX ... 



4/23/13 13:47 

:BEESS^^HIIi 

Munoz 

BEESHI 

noil 



4/23/1313:48 

■■ 



■ 


It helps low income residents, disabled people and 
senior citiiens stay in touch with their fa milies and 
their community. 

4/23/13 13:48 

tUOHR 

trang 

12209 



1 support the low-income wireless tifetine program 
because it safe life. 

4/23/13 13:49 

Aliia 

Sruce 


■ 


Very good program provided to low-income 
families. 

4/23/13 13:49 

David 

Summers 


^Hi 

■■llllimHUIIIH 


4/23/13 13:51 

Lee 

iahrsdoerfer 


IH 


As a person who is on a fixed pension income any 

additional costs could be detrimental. 

4/23/13 13:53 





TX A&M Coop. Ext. (Bed Co.) 

1 serve these limited resources audiences and 1 
understand the importance of having a way to 
communicate, especiativ when they also lack of 
transportation, 

4/23/1313:53 

David 

morosj 




BECAUSE IT’S NEEDED! 


Stephanie 

bittner 




Because 1 see how many people are in desperate 

need for is as an employee of a nori'profir 
organization who services those in need of financial 
assistance. 


Monika 

Wallace 

S5345 

A2 

labor's Community Service 

Agency 

As a social worker I know how often families have 
to choose between using their money to pay for 
day care, transportation to and from work, etc. and 
spending money on phones. However, phone 
contact is necessary to improve and protect the 
lives o( many ramilies. 

4/23/13 13;bS 

James 

Beach 

49341 

Ml 


I'm low income and disabled and use one if they cut 
it 1 won't haxre a phone only internet contact. 

4/23/13 13;SS 
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Bonnie 


33401 

Fl 

Leeal Aid Soc. of Palm Beach 
Co. 

1 can see how impossible it is for frail, poor, elderly 
to live without a telephone. It improves their 
quality of life when they are able to get a 
telephone. 

4/23/13 13:55 

Ricky 

Fodor 

32140 

Ft 


Because 1 am on it afl these many year's and now a 
problem fix it so we don't loose this as well 

4/23/13 13;S6 

John 

Cornetts 

38516 

llfli 


This only serves to hurt those least able to fend for 
themselves. 

4/23/13 13:56 


Porter 


mm 



4/23/13 13:57 

QSQQSIIIH 

dutfey 


SEH 


know many people in need 

4/23/13 13:57 

Stan 

Ariedze 


BS 



4/23/13 13:57 

Carroll 

Towner 


■ 


Seniors need all the help they can get in this 
economy. A telephone is necessity and without 
lifeline can easily be unaffordable 

4/23/13 13:58 

Tim 



1 


1 do not Feel it is a luxury, someone's life might 

depend on it. it is time for people we send to 
Washington to give up some of their perks to fund 

useful projects and we should be voting accordingly 

to keep them there or call them back home! 


Diana 

Rezac 



niHBiiinBmi 


4/23/13 13:58 

Ralph 

Chianelll 


■ 


For those who live under dangerous conditions 

should have a way of getting help. 

4/23/13 14:00 

iosephlne 

Henriksen 

S4927 



It definiielyhelps seniors in a matter of life & death. 

4/23/13 14:01 


Lcfwery 




m^i^mmmmmm^mmtm 

4/23/13 14:02 

Mark 

Seveland 

rmm 


HHIIHHHIIliH 

wmmmiKtmKmmmmmmmt 

4/23/13 14:02 

lames 

BSBBBHi 


mm 


^^mmm^mmmmmmmmm 

4/23/13 14:03 

Fred 

Schwacke 

05340 

VT 


Our nation was built from the bottom up, not the 
rich downward. UfeHne Is a must for many 
American's, a large percentage of which are in dire 
straights due to the predators at the too. 

4/23/13 :i4:03 

Dr. Alfred 

Conger Thompson 

I^Mjjjji 

s 


It is helpful to the helpless and cot»sumers who are 

at risk and cannot hilly provide Far themselves. 

4/23/13 14;03 

John 

East 

95422 

CA 



4/23/13 :;4;04 
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Herrera 

95358 

CA 


Because it's a erltiai “life line" for those with very 
low incomes to have an affordable method of 
commuoicat!or> with Uie<r doctors, therapists, 

family and friends. 

4/23/13 14:05 

Mr. & Mrs. 

Dustin 

Arnoib 

75497 

TX 


The Us Gov does not have any business doing this 
sort of thing 

4/23/13 14;07 

Caroivn 

Harrison 

33315 



The Ufeline program for many is their only link with 
the outside world: for doctors, children, 
emergencies, land lines are now unaffordable, celt 
phone companies require contracts in many cases, 

expensive phones or deposits - precluding many 
seniors and low income parents from having any 
phones at all. It is an essential program also for 
those looking for work. Without a job, many cannot 
afford a phone for emptoyers to reach them 

4/23/13 14:08 

Aubrev 

Balt 

76133 

■ 


It needs to continue for those who really need it. 
senior citizens and people disabled who live alone. 

4/23/13 14:08 

Robert 

Soule 

29844 

SC 


1 think It is a big rip off, 1 don't care who is paying 
for it. [recently over heard a conversation between 
two of our nations Pinest, they were bragging about 
how many ''FREE" cell phones they had and they 
were all in operation. Nocontrol on these "Free" 
programs, they stink and should be discontinued 
immediatelv. 

4/23/13 14:11 






1 have needed the help mysetf. Without a phorre 1 
could not contact anyorre. Iitcluding my Dr. Pay 
phones are very difficult to find, sspeciallv one that 
works. Thank you lifeline. 

4/23/13 .14:11 

OSHHIi 



BH 

HIHIHBHHi 



MYILETTC 

PUCKETT 

30349 

<3A 


1 AM A DtSABlEO INOIVIOUAl WITH lOW INCOME 

4/23/13 14:13 

Shaya 

Rodrigue: 

85S01 

A2 


It helps the low income. 

4/23/13 14:13 

1 

MsfthB 

Calleres 

Jfifl 

CA 


1 have my father and other family members who 
has benifited from this program. 

4/23/13 14:13 

Paul 

Findeis 

BW 

NY 


Staying connected is essential for anyone and we 
should support this program 

4/23/13 -.4:14 
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Jov 

Rex 

78613 




4/23/13 14:14 

Joel 

Worthman 

11230 

NY 


Poor people need phones 

4/23/13 14:14 

wade 

curlis 

S3511 

Wl 


Loss c^ employment this i$a basic need in these 

4/23/13 14:14 

jvl.e 

noble 

40206 

KY 


for safety reasons!! 

4/23/13 14:15 

Jeanette 

Kolodtiejctak 

48446 

Ml 



4/23/13 14:15 

Joan 

Williams-Jarretl 

10035 

NY 



4/23/13 14:15 

Robert 

Last 

54901 

Wl 


I am disabled with a very low income, 1 need this 
program very much! 

4/23/13 14:16 

Sen 

Lau 

60616 

11 


The program does Help! 

4/23/13 14:17 

Jullsr^a 

Adarns 

77338 

■ 


It helps those with low income stay tn 
communication with family. 

4/23/13 14:17 

James 

Cava naugJi 


10 


Poor people need this help 

4/23/13 14:18 

Otclia 

Aranda 

90621 

CA 

Casa Santa Maria, Catholic 

Chanties 

1 wirork with low-income elderly who ere on this 
program and has given them a sense of security 
knowing that they can call their families during an 

emergency. 

4/23/13 14:18 

Oennis 

Payne 

62863 

il 


With Phone providers not keeping landline cabling 
in useable shape in remote areas like ours. II is 
important that this program allow the low income 
people a phone line they can depend on for safety 
and staying in touch with their famlies and 
community. Please keep this program in operallon 
as phone service subscribers like myself pay the 
cost anyway. Thank You, Sincerely. Dennis Payne 

4/23/13 14:18 

Nancv 

Borntrager 

17603 

PA 


My husband and 1 don't bring in much money. We 
are on fixed Incomes and everything keeps on going 

up. 

4/23/13 14:18 

Ken & Barbara 

Smith 

9S661 

WA 


Because of the exorbitant cost of telephones 
(landime Of cellphone! - People who are lookiing for 
jobs can't afford to have one! 

4/23/1314:19 

Kim 

Edmorids 

22223 

VA 



4/23/13 ;[4:20 

John 

McKeon 

92024 

CA 


This program allows low income Individuals 
essential access to services that they normally 

wouldn't have access to. 

4,/23/13 :,4:22 
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Geraldine 

Guardado 

46408 



1 support the Lifeline program because I myself 
strugid* ft> survive on a limited lew income, in 
todays world, a phone is must-have for most 
people Go Keep in contact with family, friends, 
business, ect. Not alt are fortunate enough to have 
a computer and internet access. 

4/23/13 14:22 

Donee 

Wyke 

04843 




4,/23./13 14:22 

Wayne 

Oxford 

22731 

VA 


1 do not believe low income people are any less 
valueable than people who can afford a phone. 

4/23/13 14:22 

Claudia 

CKuba 

8S36S 

■ 

mHim 



Samuel 

Karan ja 

98030 

H 


Simply to keep it serving as it has for al! those 

years. 

4/23/13 14.23 

Joe 

Greenwalt 


HH 



4/23/] 3 14:24 

EUGENE 

SULLIVAN 

32195 

a 


IT IS A NECESSARY PROGRAM AND NOT A WASTE 

Of MONEY. 

4/23/13 14:24 






1 work with very low income indiwiduats and 
families. This phone service Is truly a life tine to 
reach out for potential job appointments. Dr. 
appointments, request for help. The program needs 
to be monitored to ensure only those low income 
persons receive the service but it Is critical for 

them. 


Toynette 

Palmer 

19602 

■ 


Everyone should have some means to access 
emergency personel and close contact to friends 
and family members. 

4/23/13 :i4:24 

Theresa 

Giannotta 

ESSSHI 




4/23/13 14:26 

ANTHONY 

LEWIS 





4/23/13 ;,4;.31 

Thomas 

Tuttle 


■ 


WHY NOT! The crooked individuals will divert the 

unused USF lax elsewhere and we won't have any 
$av..,.AQAINl!! 

4/23/13 14:31 

ESSHHH 

ssbhibh 

S39B 




4/23/13 14:32 

chana 

i8cl<son 

ESBH 

TN 


The program helps families who need the help 

A/aS.aa 34;33 
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lorraine 

East 

33707 

FI 


My mother in law lives on 6800.00 per YEAR! To cut 
servKes like this » a true hardship not only for her 

but for ALL seniors. 1 would rather see our active 
AND retired elected officials cut their incomes by 
57i. You can afford it-consider it your tithe if you 

4/23/13 14:33 


Ade 

53933 



There are SO many people who can't keep up with 
the bills they have now. Why take away their 
lifeline to emergency, family, etc, What if it were 
you? 

4/23/1.3 14:34 

MARtlN 

UMON 

60181 

11 


1 suppom rr because there are many 

AMERICANS THAT NEED THIS PROGRAM. 

4/23/13 14:34 

Jane 

Webber 






Paul 

Brown 


FL 

hhhhih^hh 




LI 




keeps low-income individuals connected to job 
opportunities. 

4/23/13 14:38 

George 

Wiegand 

21613 

MD 



4/23/.I3 14:36 




HI 


ABSOLUTE NECESSITY FOR LOW OR NO INCOME, 

THE ELDERLY. & DISABLED. 

4/23/13 14:37 

George 

Wiegand 

21613 

031 

HHHHjll^lHHi 

^HH^HHHHHHl^lHHi 

4/23/13 14:37 

Otto 

Beindorf 

43S12 

wm 

HHIHHHHHHi 

HHHHHHHHHHHHHHH 

EZSSffiBSEHHHl 

Laurie 

Miller 


QHI 

bhhhhhhi 

HHHHHHHHI^HHHHHIi 


Khalld 

Jadart 

57717 

SD 


Because I am student who Has 2 kids and can not 
be able to pay for expensive Verizon and At&t bill 

4/23/1314:39 

Donald 

Wvatt 


■ 

HHIIIlHi 



Tyise 

Slourrt 


■ 


This program is essential for persons without the 
means to get a phone on theirown.lt provides a 
basic connection to the outside world . 

4/23/13 14:40 

Aster 

Truesdaie 

2971S 

■ 


Because of disabled persons-and those with 

incomes at the poverty levels, etc. 

4/23/13 14:40 
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Lorraine 

Norton 

48150 

Ml 


In fwme phones are often too costly, public phones 
are too limited, theonty way for many families to 
get hdp or contacts is by phone. It is a connection 
to services, to people, to emergency care and to 
iobs. Phones are a necessity, not a luxury. While 
there are many options, most are cost prohibitive. 
We need to provide basic necessities for families, 
mothers, veterans, and low income people. 

4/23/1514:40 

RACHEL 

CHEN 


tL 

Chinese American Sendee 

leasue 


4/23/15 14:42 


Riimore 

13041 

NY 


Lifeline provides seniors, veterans and other low 

income Individuals with a vital a connection to 
emergency services via 911, job 
opporlunities.etc.and costs the taxpayers nothing. 

4/23/13 14:43 

Nancv 

Hummel 

78734 

TX 

HHHBHHHII 


4/23/13 14:44 

Carole 

Berfce 

^2911 



HHUHHiiHHHBHHii 


S 

Welch 

QISS9I 


miimiBiiiiiiiB 


QSSKaBHl 

Michael 

Gross 

46508 

IN 

1 

1 happen to participate in It ar>d believe helps a lot 
people who do indeed need help. However as with 
most programs of this nature there Is probably a 
great deal of abuse and additionally 1 believe that 
there are great number of people who are eligible 
for this and are not participating. The life line 
program does a great deal of good, we just need to 
be able to keep those who don't belong in the 
program out alortg with those who abuse the 
program. 

4/23/13 S.4:46 

Orchid 

-lubanks 

93274 



It gives sertiors, persons on a fixed income and iow- 

income families accessibility to services. Tts vital 

that all persons, espectallythe more vulnerable, 

have a voice and be included In areas that Impact 

their lives. 


■■■ 

resales 

95350 



Its etjual access to services for low income families. 

4/23, '13 14:4B 
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Kimberly 

Sotin 

85117 

AZ 

Community AITiance Against 
Family Abuse 

it allows women in domestic violence situations to 

be able to come into ^Ker and have access to a 
phone to be able to contact 911 in necessary times 
and to also have to ability to receive calls when 
searching for jobs. 

4/23/13 14:49 

Ardis 

SJiubin 

90501 

CA 

H.E.l.P. 

1 work with seniors every day and as a former social 
worker know first hand how critical this service is to 

our seniors and disabled. These seniors have 

worked long and hard during their lives and are 
responsible upstanding citizens who have more 
than paid their dues to this country. Thev deserve 
some assistance in their later years to lift the heavy 
burder« of a increaidngly financially demanding 
economy which they cannot control. Please do not 
penalize those who can not defend against attack. 

4/23/13 14:50 

Jim 

Ruble 





4/23/13 14:50 

ROchelle 

Twining 

1 

*5801 

OH 


It provides critical access to health care, jobs and 
other resources. Unlike commeArcial phones it does 
not Require contract which locks people into plans 
Thev may someday not be able to afford. 

4/23/13 14:50 

Vern 

Maresh 


DH 







■ 


This program is not funded by tax dollars and serves 
the poor and needy with bask phone service. 

4/23/13 14:51 

Bill 

Zemanek 

94954 


■■■IIIIIIIIIIIIH 


4/23/13 14:51 


CbanR 

94108 

CA 

Oonaldma Cameron House 

families need to stay contact with everything. No 

communication = no life! 

4/23/13 14:53 

michael 

blazevich 

15120 

i 


please dont turn off these important phones 
forpoor people whom need them to possibly save 
their own life or sombody elses.... 

4/23/13 J,4:S3 

Lorraine 

Smith 

15102 

PA 


Our elderly relative lives alone and is living on social 
security. This was the only option for her to have. 

4/23/13 34;S4 
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kathleen 

hussey 

07035 

NJ 


My sister is on disability and it enables her to call 
doctors and transportation and help when her 
blood stiKar falls 

4/23, '13 14:57 

loretta 

offord 

49504 

Ml 


i live ki a low incomehouseing complex for seniors 
and many of us use this type of phone. 

4/23/13 14:57 

Sonys 

Foster 

35405 




4/23/13 14:58 

Patrick 

Williarnson 

63648 

MO 


We need it for the help it does 

4/23/1315:01 

art 

da vis 

77086 



Is not taxpayer funded and gives support to those 

in need. 

4/23/1315:01 

fcathy 

laoish 

28689 



its a GOOD thing 

4/23/13 15:02 

Glanda 

Lang 

28139 

NC 


Because it is needed. Simple! My mother needed it 
before it existed in our area. 

4/23/13 15:02 

Glenda 

Ians 

28139 

NC 


Because it is needed. Simple! My mother needed it 

before it existed in our area. 

4/23/13 15:02 

Jolene 

Gardner 

60604 

1L 



4/23/13 15:02 

Kathleen 

Cott-iohnson 

43537 

OH 


It helps low-iiKom« Americans w4io need a way to 

be connected! 

4/23/13 15:03 

Kathv 

Eanes 

33610 

Ft 


Because it's needed!!! 

4/23/13 15:07 

Sheronda 

Watson 

38305 



Those with low-income have needs for cell phones 
just like you and your family members do. 

4/23/13 15:09 

Todd 

Nelson 

98103 

WA 



4/23/15 15:10 

Merle 

Hofmann 

62301 

It 



4/23/13 15:11 

Scott 

Staof 

22209 

VA 

The Hastinss Group 

More people connected to opportunities means 
more people who have a chance at the American 
Dream. This is a real hetping hand situation - not a 

handout! 

4/23/13 15:11 

Wendy 

Mays 

56068 



The lifeline Credit was graciously given to my 
parents due to their income, basically living on 

Social Security and a few pensions. It certainly 
helped them out and for that we are much 
appreciative. Thankyouli 

4/23/13 15:13 

daniel 

better 

90034 

CA 



4/23/13 15:13 

Ray 

Bupp 

29414 

SC 


We ARE out brothers keeper. 

4/23/13 15:15 

Jim 

fattoruso 

12414 

NY 


To support service to those who could not 

othervwsa afford it. 

4/23/13:15:15 
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Laura 

Richarda 

49442 



Because there are so rnany low income Familys and 
seniors that depend on the all the help that they 
can get from different places to help them with 
what they need. There arc so many low income 
family and seniors that carrt afford cell pltone and 
with the program that is out there now it can allow 
those people lo.get ceil phones so they can stay in 
touch with there loved ones. 

4, '23/13 15:17 

Laura 

Srainin-Rodriguea 

94530 

CA 


It allows low income individuals have access to 
the way we increasingly use to communicate with 

each other. 

4/23/13 15:17 

Teresa 

TEIfez Giron 

53719 

Wt 


Because it helps victims of crime and OV and it 
helps us keep our community safe. 

4/23/13 15:18 

Michael 

Coleman 

60018 



This program supports those in need that are 
unable to afford a cell phone intoday's cell phone 
world Are you aware that there are no longer 
public telephones at the Daley Center in downtown 
Chicago? 

4/23/1315:20 

Brent 

Granherg 

04955 

ME 


With all the taxes congress has screwed us with, 
and b/s grants and other subsitles. Why shouldn't 
they keep this? 

4/23/13 15:21 

kam 

hunt 

33467 

FL 


because we do not need to subsidize with tax 

money ! 

4/23/13 15:22 

Carol 

ioseohs 

36502 

AL 


A lot of people need LifeKrte program, so it is 
important that they do not cut this program, It will 
put a lot of people in jeopardy of not being able to 
communicate with others when they are irt need of 
help. 

4/23/13 15:25 

michael 

Pellegrino 

18428 

PA 


without a phone how are people going to 
communicate durirtg a 911 emergency? a phone 
has become a basic tool for survival. Cutting this 
basic need would make us a third world country. 

4/23/13 15:25 

Martin 

Hoelcle 

14218 



My parents used Lifeline for many years and it 
helped them get by since they were living only on 
social securty. 

4/23/1315:23 
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S302i 

CA 


because it is part of our democracy and people who 
want Rcut do not befieve in democracy and should 
leave the United States emmiately. 

4./23/13 15:26 

Henry 

Leno 

02151 



Someday 1 may need it. 

4/23/13 15:26 

Valsa 

Alexander 

20866 

MD 



4/23/13 15:28 

HSHHI 

Q]2Q|||B|||||||H|||| 

60617 

11 



4/23/13 15:28 

John 

Zupansic 

55808 




4/23/1315:29 

AnE?l3 

Singletary 

30030 

GA 


Telecommunicationi access is a life or death issue. 
Amer leans freed the ability to cal! for help, even the 
Americans who car> not afford phone service. In our 
current economy, many Americans have found 
themselves its this position through no fault of their 

4/23/13 15:30 

■ 


54901 



bee you are the road and u have flat tire ar>d its 
dark It can be scarry out there now a days, or car 
breaks down if you have noway ofcommnicatlon 
your in the the dark it scarry now a days 

4/23/13 15:30 



43221 

OH 


1 work with Senior Citizens and this program Is 
rseeded to help them live within the means of their 
budget 1 

4/23/13 1S;30 

Tina M. 

Fuller 




It helps keep the elderly, the disabled independent 

as long 33$ possible and people inwhtch have no 

other way of comur\ication not to mention not 

beir>s able to call the fire or police dept. 


lee 

russ 



HimiiiiiiiiiiHii 


4/23/13 1S:32 

Robert 

HIx 


H 


Ease of access 

4/23/13 15:32 


l^rker 

04330 

SI 


It is a very important service for low inconie people. 

4/23/13 :.5:34 

Lourdes 

3est 

94303 



R's important that low-income folks have access to 
a phone. It crucial to stay In contact with your place 
of em^yment artd children school. Sometime 
families are forced to go with out food in order to 
keep services connected like the phone and 
internet. In these days and times it's importerttto 
lave a phone. 

4/23/1315:34 
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CHRISTINE 

MCHUGH 

46220 

IN 


THIS PROGRAM GIVES LOW INCOME PEOPLE A 

WAV TO STAY COMMUNICATE AND RECEIVE INPO 
EROM SCHOOLS AND FAMILY, AND A WAYTO 

RECEIVE EMERGENCY HELP, AS TELEPHONE 
SUBSCRIBERS. WE ARE PAYING FOR THIS SERVICE 

ON OUR TELEPHONE BILL- 

4/23/13. iS;3S 

Clayton 

Stapleton 

78704 

TX 


Many low income families need this one phone to 
gel job interviews and to get emergency services. 

4/23/13 15:35 

Cynthia 

Kool 

49024 



1 am disabled and am a senior citizen. Lifeline helps 
me to stay connected and stay within my very 
limited budget. Without it 1 would probably not be 
able to have the access 1 now have. Please do not 
hurt (he vulnerable. 

4/23/13 15:35 

nssQHi 

Hazeiett 

SSQHI 

B 



4/23/13 15:36 

Lois 

Corrin 

946U 

i 


1 am supported by land line life line program. It Is so 
important. 1 would like to have wireless support as 
well. 

4/23/13 15:37 

AhRela 

Zarbano 





4/23/13 1S;3S 

Victoria 

Nance 




This IS a life line for the low income. Don't make life 

any harder for them then it is. Remember they have 
a voice and a vole also. 


Andrew 

■ 




As a Pnest and Psychologist who deals with varied 
groups of age.backgfound and income. This Is one 
government program that many of my clients 
would not have ANY phone link to the outside 
world. Seniors are a specific group that could 
increase health/safety issues during a 
health/safety/security event. 

H 

Joseph 

Ricci 

SSS9H 




4/23/13 15:44 

Traci 

Ross 

44707 

OH 

Out Of Poverty Partnership, 

Inc. (Stark County) 

1 work in the public school system and have seen 

the importarKeof of the program to parents. 

4/23/13 15:45 

Adam 

Ceer 

EBSHi 

SOB 



4/23/1315:45 

Albert 

Elliot 

mil 

CA 


As a iow'incomc subscriber, lifeline makes phor'e 
service affordable to me. 

4/23/13 15:46 
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Carlene 

Santis 

43078 

OH 

1 

Steppirig Stones Outreach 

Ministries 

I support the Lifeline Wireless pri^gratn because it is 
a way that people can have a phone in order to be 
reached for job interviews or just basic 
commursication needs and can help them put their 
limited funds tcnvard rent or other necessities. 1 
have dealt with many people who have benefited 
from this service and would be greatly impacted by 
losing this benefit. The economy is not healthy 
enough for people to earn a iiwng wage, and the 
Lifeline program is stiU needed. 

4/23/13:1548 

8ertv 

Prince 




my mother had one and it helped her several times 

and 1 am getting to the place I will need one in the 

future. They are great when you need assitance and 

you are atone. 


Oanna 

Plood 

SESH 

(SH 



4/2.3/13 15:51 

EMIKO 

Hartley 

60828 

IL 


It's a great program for people who r looking for 

work, and that need the help and can't afford it. 

Also for the elderly who may need to call the police 

or an ambulance. 


ROBIN 

RAISE 


■ 


1 keep in touch with my disabled husband and if i 
need to call 911 and such or the doctors office and 

4/23/1315:52 

Dsvitl 

Baldwin 

37809 

TN 


let your elected representatives know that you 
strongly oppose any cuts to Lifeiirte. Sign our 
petition to protect (ow-income Lifeline telephone 
subsidies: - Curfairtg Wireless Lifeline will barm 
families, seniors, veterans, minorihes and other key 
groups of towlncome Americans. - Wireless lifeline 
delivers importartt benefits to low-income families, 
including helping people find work, stay connected 
to schools and seek help in an emergency. • Efforts 
already are ongoir^ by the Pederat 

CommunKations Commission to curb fraud and 

make wireless Lifeline more efficient. • The Lifeline 
program is not taxpayer furtded but paid for by 

assessments on telecommunications carriers. 

4/23/iS 15:54 
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Ronald 

Patten 

01842 

MA 



4/23/13 13:56 

Hamilton 

Steve 

61103 

IL 


1 support the wireless program because it helps 
people without the money to have a phone stay in 
touch with things like 911, police, etc. 

4/23/13 :.5:56 



90631 

Em 



4/23/13 ;i5;S$ 

Don 

Mitchell 

92807 



It aflows low income people a way to stay 
connected when they might not otherwise be able. 
This seems like a no brainer. 

4/23/13 15:56 

Frank 

Stamski 


Rll 


Seniors, veterans and low income people need to 
be connected to work, schools and 911. 

4/23/13 15:56 

ramon 

Tazo 

94014 

CA . _ 


Land line phcmes are no tonger viable, it Is only 
natural that phone techrmlogy moves to handheld 
devices from now on (cheaper, better technology, 
less maintenance). This prr^ram simply addresses 
the latest version of lifeline service (which has been 
around for a very long time). Some politicians 
apparently have seen fit to use it for political 
purposes ('Obama phones). This is a sham and will 
cut down a very popular and practical program that 
many people (including members of my own family) 
use and need as a basic means of phone 
communications. For this reason, 1 support the 
Wireless Lifeline proram. 

4/23/1315:58 

ioann 

Noll 

QE3HI 




4/23/13 15:58 






All of my clients are low-mcome and most cannot 

afford a telephone. The Wireless Lifeline program is 
what they need to communicate with agencies, 
doctors, etc. Don't cut this program. Thank you. 


.ssEssm 



mt 


Because all utilities are way to expensive. 

4/23/1316:01 

Thaddeus 

Proshanskv 

34983 

laa 



4/23/1316:03 

Donald 

KepKa 

272S3 

NC 


so many people have just a small amount of moriey 
to buy food and housing. 

4/23/1316:03 

Kenneth 

Chase 

8S364 




4/23/1316:03 

Martha 

Robies 

93360 

CA 


A recipient of it in the household, very helpful 

4/23/1-! 16:06 

loshua 

Parish 

53805 

Wi 



4/23/13 16:06 

Barbara 

Davila 

19111 

PA 


t can help save a life. 

4/23/13 16:07 
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Thaddeus 

Pfo-ihansky 

34983 

fL 



4/23/13 16:08 

OLiVIA 

CARRILLO 

9S3S4 

CA 


ECONOMKALIY I AM lOW INCOME 1 AM THE SOLE 

PROVIDER WTH A FAMILY OF 4 AND 1 CAN BEARLY 

PAY MY RENT. LET ALONE PAYING UTILITY BILLS. 

4/23/13 16;08 

Robert 

Puls 

SS3S0 

MN 


12500 1 am a current user who needs this for my 
communication to rny doctors, financial aid worker 
and emergencies. 1 just recenUy had an emergency 

and needed E.R. services. Please don't cut this vital 

service. 

4/23/13 16:09 

linda 

ieffers 

&20S8 

It 



4/23/13 16:10 

ISSESIHHi 

Smith 


K 



4/23/13 16:10 

ISSCEGECSBIIIil 

Hey 


BH 



4/23/13 16:10 

raymond 

freniet 

21S21 



with out It a lot wont have phone service, on fiKed 

income wont besbietooford it 

4/23/13 16:11 


frenzel 


IBH 



DSSSSQHHIi 

tarry 

Sutton 

6S803 

MO 


Veterans. Don’t you! 

roiiBtlHBMBWil 

William 

Richardson 

03079 

NH 

imiiiiniiiBmB 


4/23/1316:14 

Debbie 

Childers 

74365 

■ 


So many people need this service for their every 
day life requirements. 

4/23/13 16:16 

Erroll 

Lewis 

CSEISH 

lEH 

inmiHiiiimiiiii 

|||||||||||[||||||||||||||||||||||||||^ 

4/23/13 16:16 

Carmen 

Novellas 

29205 

HH 

BHHHHHHIi 

flIIIIHHHHHBHHHHHB 

BSEI9SBH1 

Phyllis 

Meeks 

43068 

OH 


to help the poor 


Linda 

McClain 

35016 

At 


1 have family that needs this prcwram. 

BSSESSSBHHI 

Danielle 

Dosed 


BHf 

iiiiiniiniimiH 


RfRIfnnRnHHHB 

M 

Worthlnston 

54954 

H 


Everyone needs a phone in this modern day. You 
can't get or keep a job without a phone. You can't 

see a doctor without a phone. 


Gary 

Piotfowski 

18505 

PA 


t need il.as well as several other people 1 know 

4/23/i:i 16:26 

Betty 

Kossik 


BBI 


HiHHHHHHHHHHHH 

4/23/lS 16:27 

Betty 

Kossik 


SBH 



4/23/5516:27 

Charles 



MB 


A lot of people can barely pay for meds and can not 
afford a phone . 

4/23/1.3 16:28 

iackie 

Ennenbach 


sn 



4/23/13 16:28 
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Dianne 

lorber 

97504 

OR 


There is NO logical reason that is should be 
discontinued. 

4/23/13 16:29 

Bob 

scott 

45244 

OH 


because most phone service is too expensive... and 
poor people need phones... 

4/23/13 16:29 

Richard 

Merritt 

44118 

OH 


it is helping me stay connected to the regular world 
and) use it as my contact number on job appsand 

mv resume. 

4/23/13 16:29 

Thaodi Zulu 

Alexander 

39532 

MS 


People needs it as widiout a phone life is hard 

4/23/13 16:29 

ThandiZulu 

Alexander 

39532 

MS 


people need the help for phoire 

4/23/13 16:31 

Dar;iel 

Shields 

87196 




4/23/13 16:33 

Sharon 

Bropp 

16127 

PA 


Because my mom is low-income and it helps her.. 

4/23/13 16:33 

Glenda 

Lovell 

4525S 

OH 


1 know individuals who rely on this program. 

4/23/13 16:35 

David 

Taverty 

20879 

MO 


This is a very helpful program to many low Income 

4/23/1316:36 

Steve 

Slrchall 

53716 

Wl 


You must have a phone to look for a job. It's a 
required tool in today's world. It's also necessary 
for parents who want to work with schools and 
teachers to help (heir children succeed. 

4/23/13 16:37 

Loretta 

Smitti 

05089 

■ 


"niere are so many people who depend upon this 
life saver and 1 am one of them 

4/23/13 16:37 

tudv 

Johnson 

61571 




4/23/13 16:43 

Unda 

Rushoe 

17801 

PA 



4/23/13 16:43 

Ronald 

Sohn 

EQSBHI 




4/23/13 16:44 

Ijiyillllllllll 

Lau 


■ 


1 support the low-income Wireless Lifeline program 
for seniors. 

4/23/1316:45 

Louis 

drown 


SSI 


i am low-income 

4/23/1316:46 
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Chairman Greg Walden 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 

Ranking Member Anna Eshoo 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 

RE: Lifeline Recipient Stories About the Importance of the Lifeline Program 

Dear Chairman Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, Members of the Subcommittee on Communications 
and Technology: 

I am the New initiatives Director tor Springwire, a national non-profit organization that provides free 
voicemail and information services to more than 50,000 low-income or homeless individuals in 40 U.S. 
cities. On behalf of the 1 ,400 social service agencies in our network, I am writing to show my strong 
support for the Lifeline program as a vital, effective tool in our national fight against poverty. 

Basic phone service Is a necessity for people living in poverty - you need a phone to find a Job, access 
social services, health care and emergency services, and to maintain a connection with family members 
and others who can help. Without Lifeline, a large number of people who need phone service will go 
without it, and their chances for employment, housing and stability will be significantly diminished. A 
Lifeline phone is a cost-effective way for people to become more self-reliant, and less reliant on the 
social safety net. I urge the Subcommittee to support Lifeline as an important fool for fighting poverty. 

Attached are transcripts of voice messages received from low-income or homeless citizens who use 
Lifeline phones, and want Congress to understand how valuable the program Is to them in their efforts to 
rise out of poverty. These respondents are clients of our organization, from Houston, Tulsa, Seattle and 
Portland (Oregon); each was sent a voice message on April 23 informing them of the subcommittee 
meeting regarding Lifeline, and asked to respond with stories about how Lifeline has been valuable to 
them. While the transcripts are compelling, the voices are even more powerful. 

Thank you for your consideration, and for your support for effective fools like Lifeline. 

Sincerely, 


Steve Albertson 

Springwire New Initiatives Director 
stevea(5)sprinqwire.us / 206-441-4239 


2901 Third Avenue, Ste 100 Seattle, WA 98121 
T 206.441 ,7872 • info@springwire.us • www.springwire.us 
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Facilitating Self-Sufficiency 

I have a son that serves in the U.S. army and he's been in for about 2 years. Without this phone service 
there is no way I would be able to correspond with him in any way because I have no landline service. 

My son depends on that communication and I depend on it from him to check on his well-being. Even a 
second young man that is in his barrack is another one of my "sons." We started to communicate 
together by phone when I speak to my son he chimes in and goes, “Hi mom!" and I go, “Hi son!" so now I 
have two sons in that are in the service and it is so important as they serve the nation and us that we 
communicate with them and support them. 

It also has helped me go in to the resource bank at the 2-1-1 line and request services to stay in my 
home. I've rented a home for almost two years. It has helped me to communicate the housing authority in 
my local area, it has helped me to request emergency information for a 3 day pay or vacate that was a 
mistake but they allowed me to get the assistance because the agency made a mistake, I was charged 
for it and there was no way for me to pay that in arrears based on that mistake and the agency helped 
me. Just all types of things. When you find out that these services are going to be restricted or cut off it 
makes ail things come to the surface. I couldn't expound any more on how helpful this is. 

It is so helpful to me. I am a person with a disability. I depend on the Lifeline phone service to contact my 
care provider and my care provider agency and to get to my doctors' appointments. This is the only 
phone I have and without it I would basically be shut in. I depend on it for everything everyone else 
would use their cell phone for. i have to contact my family in case emergency, to contact them to see 
how they are faring, to keep in communication with my grandchildren, so it is very effective. It is a 9-1-1 
service if I need it. It is a crucial service that should stay in the community for those that don't have home 
phones. I don't know how I would stress that any more but please keep this service available to people in 
my situation or many others. Any time that I don't have enough food I can call to find out times and 
locations for local food banks. 

Please don’t take the service. Thank you. 

- Gerri, Seattle 

I did use [my Lifeline phone] to get housing. I was homeless. I needed to make phone calls every day 
and could not afford to because I did not have a job. Then I used it to get a Job. My employer calls me on 
this phone to for my work schedule. It's invaluable to me and has been for work and for housing, to 
receiving changes with my doctors as far as appointments. I couldn’t do without it. I’m very thankful for it. 

I hope it continues. Thank you. 

- Stacy, Seattle 

I don't know what I would do without the Lifeline service. I would be almost completely cut off from 
employers, potential employers, and news about my community. It’s hard enough living on little or no 
income without such basic service as a phone to be able to call 91 1 if you need help, or to get in touch 
with community resources or to find a job. There is no way on this earth that the use of Lifeline should 
be restricted other than just having one Lifeline phone, I don't have any problem with that. But as far as 
cutting people off from this service, it would make an almost untenable situation impossible. That's what 
it will do. Those will be the consequences if that is done. Thank you. 


- Brandon, Tulsa 
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I just wanted to inform that Lifeline has helped a lot. It helped me get jobs, help me stay in touch with 
family members and whatever have you. It's been a really great help and I appreciate it. Thanks a lot. 

- Clinton, Seattle 

Lifeline has helped me a whole lot finding employment, locating housing, just general staying in touch 
with doctors, providers, job counselors. It's a great program, I feel you all need to expend this program. 
Thank you very much. 

- Carl, Houston 

The Lifeline ceil phone that i have has helped me with Job searching. I've gone on many interviews 
because of it cause I have no other way of leaving a number for them to leave me a message about an 
interview. I haven’t got any luck yet, but I’m positive that I will. Thank you. 

- Paula, Houston 

1 have a Lifeline cell phone. It comes in handy for jobs, housing, and emergencies. I think it's very highly 
important that we can save the Lifeline for the land or cell phone especially when people can't get a hold 
of you for a job, or housing. It's very, very important. It makes a difference to have a Lifeline, i strongly 
hope that we can save this and I appreciate it. Thank you very much. 

-Tracy, Seattle 

It is important that 1 keep the Lifeline phone because I am homeless right now with my son and it helps 
my family keep in touch with me, and also for the Housing Connect [program] to get ahold of me at that 
number. That's why Lifeline is important to me, and I need to keep i! for those reasons. Given that I'm 
homeless and it's the only number I can give to apartments to get ahold of hie. I would appreciate it if 
you could keep the Lifeline going like it is. It means a lot to me. Thank you, 

- Stephanie, Seattle 

I have Assurance Wireless. I use it for job search and for., .everything, you know, food stamps, if anyone 
needs to contact me I always give them that number, mainly for employers to contact me. Basically 
that’s what I use it for, to try to work towards independence, and gain work and everything by working 
with agencies I give them that number too. Anyone that needs to reach me. And for emergencies. ..it’s 
good for emergencies too. Thank you. 

- Shirelle, Portland 

I have truly appreciated my Lifeline phone. It’s an Assurance phone..,. through the Lifeline phone I do 
have a job now and it's a number where people can reach me. Texting Is a really wonderful benefit 
where we can write and be quiet at the same time if we're in a meeting or something. I really truly 
appreciate my Assurance phone and have used it. It would really be a huge change in many people's 
lives if they did not have It. In mine personally I still use it everyday. 


- Janice, Seattle 
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i'm a senior citizen, very low income, and I would not be able to afford a cell phone or any type of place 
to receive voice mail messages. So I rely very much on Community Voice Mail and the Lifeline phone 
service. I would not be able to afford any type of phone whatsoever, so I’d appreciate being able to 
continue to use the Lifeline cell phone. Thank you, 

- Shirley, Seattle 


Access to Emergency Services and Protection of Health and Safety 

I am a customer of the Lifeline service which has turned out to be invaluable to me. I am a disabled vet 
with MS and frequently have medical issues and need frequent contact with the VA hospital, crisis 
hotlines, and so forth. I’m on Social Security disability and the Lifeline CAPS program allows me to stay 
connected to the world because of my disability I can't actually physically get out in the world all that 
often without extensive preparation. So, Congress, keep the Lifeline program in operation. Find the 
money. I know you can do it. Thank you. 

- John, Seattle 

I live in an adult center where several of the women who are disabled have Lifeline landline services, and 
it has been on more than one occasion life-saving for them to have this. They’re on very small fixed- 
incomes, and the Lifeline service (especially with the landline) has been invaluable. I hope that it will be 
recognized as a valuable service. 

- Patricia, Tulsa 

My Lifeline phone has helped me greatly. I’m on disability for depression and suicidal thoughts. And 
people call on my and check on me and encourage me. I wouldn’t be able to afford a regular phone, It 
wouldn’t be possible. I appreciate my lifeline phone. 

- Rich, Tulsa 

Lifeline services have helped me by providing me with a phone to call police for help when my boyfriend 
was beating the [ — ] out of me. If I wouldn’t have had that phone I would probably be dead. Thank you. 

- Christy, Seattle 

Since having a phone I’ve been able to make calls for doctor appointments, schedule rides to my 
appointments. I can have other people can contact me. Be able to make 9-1-1 calls. I’ve had to make 
91 1 calls at least 6 times to get to the ER which is detrimental to my health. Also, Lifeline has been able 
to help me communicate with family who is outside the state. As far as making calls for service to 
nonprofits for assistances throughout the month. Without Lifeline all the necessary things 1 need to do for 
everyday living would not be easier without it. I know my story is one of many who definitely need 
Lifeline. Thank you. 


- Kimbal, Seattle 
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I use the Lifeline service and i couldn’t access my medical care without It at all. I need it In order to 
contact my doctors’ offices, and to order prescriptions I need the Lifeline service. I have also called 21 1 
for other kinds of social services but the most important is the medical service. This is a service that 
without which myself or others could run in to problems without access to medical care through the 
Lifeline service. Thank you very much. 

- Gretchen, Seattle 

I just think the cell phone program is real good because it helps people be able to make phone calls 
during emergencies. 1 just want to make sure you understand that a lot of people who can’t afford it have 
that opportunity with these programs, I support it. I think that people who have cell phones today possibly 
would not have had a cell phone if it wasn't for this program because the economy and finances and 
money and things like that, people are just pinched to the limit with how much they can spend and how 
much is available for them. When Congress passes programs that can put something In your hand like a 
ceil phone or something a lot of people would need it’s like a good thing so why stop providing it? 

- Marion, Houston 

I have a Community Voice Mail and a Lifeline cell phone... Budget Mobile I believe, I need that phone, 
very much so, because I have a chronic medical condition - to check with my doctors and my 
pharmacist, i need to contact them always regarding my medical condition. And also my housing - 
which is Section 8 - 1 need to stay in contact with the Housing Authority. So please don't cut anything 
from my Lifeline services. It’s a life saver, and I appreciate Congress bearing with me in the 
understanding. Thank you so much. 

- Victor, Seattle 

I don’t know what I would do without Lifeline because It has helped me with doctor appointments and all 
the important information. And I need my free voice mail because I'm a victim of domestic violence and I 
can’t give out a phone number. I need a voice mail that’s non-traceable, and I'm dead without that. I 
really hope they don't take that away... it would be really hard without my cell phone. Oh my gosh, I just 
hope that they don’t take it away. Thank you. Bye. 

- Nicole, Seattle 

Hi, my name's Mike. I’m leaving a message because i don't want to see cutbacks on the phone Lifeline 
because I use it quite a bit for different things like in case of emergency if I need help. If I need to call my 
doctors to make appointments. Stay in touch with my family, like my grandkids. And to check on other 
programs out there like United Way and Solid Ground, and welfare and social security. 


- Mike, Seattle 
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Since i got this [Lifeline phone] it has saved my life, from emergency, from going to the hospital, making 
my appointments, receiving my appointments, my scheduling, and I really, really love the service and 
really appreciate whatever the commuhity is doing for us. Without this I'm nobody. And I'm in the job 
market, so it's my lifeline. Whether it's hospitals, clinics, job line, emergencies, doctor appointments, 
anything... it helps. And I would really be disappointed if they eliminate or limit my access to these 
services. Thank you so much. I appreciate it. 

- Mike, Houston 

I have Assurance Wireless, which really comes in handy because I'm on disability and I really can’t afford 
a regular cell phone service. It has helped me a lot, especially if I have an emergency out on the road or 
if I'm out at night especially and something comes up. So I’m sure it helps a lot of the homeless people 
because I used to be homeless too. It's really necessary in this day and age to have a ceil phone, 
especially for homeless people. Because I used to be homeless too, and it was the only way that 
employers could contact you, and family and friends... it's very, very important that they don't do away 
with these programs - Assurance and others, Safelink is In this state as well - it would Just be a crying 
shame if they did away with this. Not necessarily for people like me that are off the streets, but it would 
be too expensive for me to get another phone and cell service... but especially for homeless people, 
because I’ve been there and I knew what it fell like not to have a phone and have to go into places, go 
into hospitals, borrow the phone everywhere we could... it was very very difficult. 

- Sherri, Houston 
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New Jersey SHARES, inc. 

1901 North Olden Avenue Extension 
Suite lA 

n M l\ C www.nishares.org 

609.883.1626 

April 22, 2013 
Chairman, Greg Walden 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 

Ranking Member Anna Eshoo 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 

RE: The Importance of Lifeline Phones to low-income residents in New Jersey 


Dear Chairman Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, Members of the Subcommittee on 
Communications and Technology: 

New Jersey SHARES, Inc. (NJS) is a statewide non-profit corporation primarily providing 
assistance to individuals and families in need of help meeting their energy and utility burden. 
Through assistance, advocacy, community outreach, education, information and referral, we 
connect low and moderate income households with available resources. 

We receive more than 150,000 inquires a year regarding Communications Lifeline in NJ. Our 
partnership with Verizon NJ provides a unique, comprehensive and compassionate solution for 
Verizon low-income customers eligible for Communications Lifeline. NJS provides community 
outreach and enrollment services as well as providing direct services utilizing our Client Service 
Center staff. 

The NJS Lifeline Outreach program as well as the Communications Lifeline Client Service Center 
provides: 

• A national model for a client focused Communications Lifeline program 

• A single point of contact for handling all inquiries regarding the Lifeline program 

• Outreach to community based organizations and low-income households 
statewide 

• Participation in events targeting eligible households or service providers 

• Lifeline applications available within our network of 325 NJS intake sites and 
available on the web at www.njshares.org 

• Tracking of all client contacts regarding Lifeline 

• Targeted outreach to eligible households not receiving Lifeline 
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• Annual recertification services 

• Pro-active contact of senior households to offer progrann information and 
application solutions 

• Program information and referral to other lov»/-income programs available in NJ 
provided by NJS staff 


Testimonials: 

"Without the Communications Lifeline discount I would not be able to afford a phone. What 
would I do if I was cut off from communicating with my friends and family in an emergency?" - 

Edward Deanley, Hasbrouck Heights, NJ 

I have a caregiver who checks in with me by phone twice daily. The phone truly is my lifeline. - 
Loretta Schill, Edison, NJ 

"I'm blind and I suffer from severe Asthma, if I didn't have a phone, I couldn't call 911 or my 
doctor. I am so grateful for the Communications Lifeline discount." - Patricia James, 

Garfield, NJ 

James M. Jacob 
President & CEO 
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April 24, 2013 

The Honorable Greg Walden 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
2125 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

The Honorable Anna Eshoo 
Ranking Member 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
2125 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Waldman and Ranking Member Eshoo, 

On behalf of the undersigned organizations representing older Americans, veterans, civil rights 
communities, minorities, low-income Americans, people with disabilities, and consumers, we are 
writing to express our strong support for the Universal Service Fund’s (USF) wireless Lifeline 
program and to set the record straight. 

Wireless Lifeline is not a handout, it is a hand up. It is in our society’s best interest to empower our 
neediest citizens with the ability to communicate with prospective and current employers, connect 
with emergency, health, social, and educational services, and keep in touch with family and friends. 

Regrettably, a wealth of misinformation exists around the Lifeline program. Subsidized basic phone 
service for low-income consumers has been a priority in this country since the Reagan 
Administration, when Congress first enacted the Lifeline program in 1985. In recognition of the 
technological shift toward and benefits of mobility, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
under the George W. Bush Administration expanded the program to include wireless service in 
2005, 

While some have expressed concerns about the growing size of the Lifeline program, just half of 
those who qualify for Lifeline benefits actually participate. Participation has increased due in large 
measure to the economic downturn. Furthermore, Lifeline accounts for less than 20 percent of the 
annual $9 billion Universal Service Fund (USF) total expenditures, compared to the "High Cost 
Fund" which accounts for $4.5 billion a year of USF money. Furthermore, wireless Lifeline goes 
directly to individuals in the form of real - and much needed - services. 

It has been suggested that support for Lifeline service should be limited to landline phones, despite 
the fact that society has steadily been moving away from landline phones in favor of wireless 
technology. Any such limitations would prevent those who benefit the most from wireless Lifeline 
from obtaining service, particularly migrant workers, people who move often for employment 
opportunities and transient families. According to the FCC. about 75 percent of all participants in 
the program choose wireless service over a landline, which is consistent with broader trends, as the 
use of wireless services by all Americans has steadily increased. In fact, according to a 2012 study 
from the National Center for Health Statistics, more than a third of all U.S. households are "landline 
free” and rely strictly on wireless telephones, and that number continues to grow. The rest of 
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Americans benefit from mobile engagement and staying in contact no matter their location; we 
believe that low-income consumers should be no different, particularly given the commitment 
made all the way back to the Reagan era to universal telecommunications access. 

While we share concerns about instances of waste, fraud and abuse in the wireless Lifeline 
program, which divert support from those who truly deserve it, we also must recognize that 
industry and FCC reforms already are working. We fully support the FCC’s major reforms adopted 
in January of 2012, and the action the agency took to deter duplicative subsidies in the summer of 
2011. We agree that consumers should have to demonstrate their eligibility for service and verify 
that no one else in their household is using the program at the time they sign up. We also applaud 
the requirement that carriers must, on an annual basis, check a state or federal social service 
database to confirm eligibility. 

Rather than freeze or constrain the program, or require consumer co-payments, the FCC's reforms 
already have proven to be the appropriate steps to ensure the integrity of the program while 
increasing its efficiency. Those who are intent on finding "fat" in the Universal Service Fund would 
be well advised to explore all programs under the USF to make sure that they are operating as well 
as they possibly can forthe public benefit. 

We recognize that our nation is facing tough budgetary times. However, cutting or even eliminating 
the wireless Lifeline program will not reduce the federal deficit by one penny. The program is 
funded by contributions from telecommunications companies, which may elect to share the costs of 
those contributions with their subscribers. Far from imposing a burden on taxpayers, wireless 
Lifeline has been proven to help low-income people find and keep jobs, ultimately reducing 
spending on public assistance programs. 

As you explore issues related to the wireless Lifeline program, we urge you to consider the 15 
million low-income families who, without the Lifeline benefits, would have to choose between 
feeding their children and going without a dial tone that could save their lives or put them on a 
better economic path through employment. 

Sincerely, 

Alliance for Generational Equity (AGE) 

Alliance for Retired Americans 

The American Association of People with Disabilities 

Anti-Hunger Action Committee 

California Alliance for Retired Americans 

Coalition of Religious Communities 

Community Action Partnership 

Consumer Action 


Consumer Federation of America 
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Crossroads Urban Center 

League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) 

Maryland CASH Campaign 

Maryland Consumer Rights Coalition 

National Alliance to End Homelessness 

National Consumers League 

NETWORK, A National Catholic Social |ustice lobby 

Older Women’s League 

Sargent Shriver National Center on Poverty Law 
U.S. Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 
Virginia Citizens Consumer Council 
World Institute on Disabilities 

cc; Members. Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
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Anthony R. Sarmiento 
President and Executive Director 


April 18,2013 


Chairman Greg Walden 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 

Ranking Member Anna Eshoo 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 

RE: Lifeline ensures all Americans have access to telephone ser\dce. 

Dear Chairman Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, Members of the Subcommittee on Communications 
and Technology; 

Senior Service America, Inc. (SSAI) is a national nonprofit organization committed to making it possible 
for low-income and other disadvantaged older adults to participate fully in determining their own future 
and the future of their communities. For over 40 years, we have operated the federal Senior Community 
Service Employment Program (SCSEP), our largest program, through a network of local subgranlee 
organizations. We also operate two other programs for older workers. 

Through our work with low-income seniors, we know the following to be true. Programs like Social 
Security have greatly reduced — ^but not eliminated — poverty among our nation’s older adults. Even 
though the majority of aging baby boomers are healthier, wealthier, and more educated than their parents’ 
generation, the number of adults age 55 and older who are at or just above the federal poverty level is 
growing faster than the total older population. Now is not the time to hamper this population’s ability to 
maintain telephone service. 

The Lifeline program was instituted during the 1980s through bipartisan efforts to make sure that all 
Americans, regardless of income or geographic location, had telephones in their homes. The program was 
expanded in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina to include mobile devices. Lifeline now has come under 
attack, ironically, at the same time that measures taken by the Federal Communications Commission to 
eliminate waste, fraud and abuse are showing impressive results. 


8403 Coiesviile Road, Suite 1200 Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3314 » 301 /578-8900* /ox; 301 / 578-8947 
vN’ww.senioisendceamerica.org 
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Page 2 

April 22, 2013 

RE: Lifeline ensures all Americans har e access to telephone service. 


We urge you to consider the impact that Lifeline has had on low-income seniors. While a $ 1 0 monthly- 
expenditure for phone service may not seem like a burden, consider that it represents a significant 
percentage of the monthly income for hundreds of thousands of older Americans who barely make it on 
very limited fixed incomes. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

/ 

Anthony R. Sarmiento 
President and Executive Director 


8403 Colesville Road. Suite 1200 • Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3314 • 301 / 578-8900 • /ar: 301 / 578-8947 

\\x\vv.seniorser\dceamerica.org 
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April 23, 2013 


Gila River Telecommunications, Inc. 

Box sms 

7065 West Allison Road 
Chandler, Arizona 85226-5135 
Phone (520) 796-3333 eFax (520) 796-7534 
www.gilanet.net 


The Honorable Greg Walden 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Communications 
& Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


The Honorable Anna Eshoo 
Ranking Member 

Subcommittee on Communications 
& Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


RE: Lifeline’s Importance to Tribal Native American Communities 


Dear Chairman Walden and Ranking .Member Eshoo, 

As the Chairman of the Board of Directors of Gila River Telecommunications, Inc. ("GRTI"), 1 
write to emphasize the critical importance of the Lifeline program to Tribal Native American 
Nations. Today, the Lifeline program enables vital access to telecommunications services for 
low-income residents of the Gila River Indian Community (the "Community"). In the near 
future, I believe that the Lifeline program can play an integral part in raising the broadband 
adoption rate in Indian Country. 

In our Community. I have seen firsthand the critical role the Lifeline program plays on tribal 
lands. GRTI was established in 1988, when the Community, a federally-recognized Indian 
Tribe, purchased the Gila River telephone exchange from U.S. West. Up until that time, it was 
not uncommon to hear of instances in which Community members were told the installation of 
telephone service would cost tens of thousands of dollars. Not surprisingly, the telephone 
penetration rate in the Community was under 30 percent. 

Under GRTI. and with assi.stance from the Lifeline program, telephone penetration rates have 
drastically risen. The existence of the Lifeline program allowed GRTI to extend the 
telecommunications network to all residences with the assurance that service costs would not be 
a barrier to adoption for low-income subscribers. Today, telephone penetration rates in the 
Community are above 80 percent annually, and virtually every residence and business has access 
to GRTTs service if it chooses to subscribe. Of our current subscribers, 78 percent currently 
qualify for Lifeline service. In the recent past, the percentage of GRTTs subscribers that 
qualified for Lifeline services reached as high as 84 percent. Without the Lifeline program, these 
GRTI customers simply will not be able to afford telephone service. 

Access to reliable telecommunications services is vital to these subscribers. Often, 
telecommunications services provide the only means for these residents to access critical public 
safety, telehealth, educational, cultural and economic development resources. In short, the 
Lifeline program provides multiple lifelines to the low-income residents of our Community. 

"Proudly serving the Gila River Indian Community since 1988" 

104467305 v3 
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Gila River Telecommunications, Inc. 

80x5015 

7065 West Aliison Road 
Chandler, Arizona 85226-5135 
Phone {520} 796-3333 •Fax (520) 796-7534 
www.gUanet.net 


Based on its success with the Lifeline program, GRTI recently was selected to participate in the 
Federal Communications Commission’s Broadband Adoption Lifeline Pilot Project. As part of 
this pilot project, GRTI will offer low-income subscribers varying levels of discounts on 
computers and broadband service to test the effect of such discounts on broadband adoption 
rates. Our company and Community are excited about the opportunity to participate in this pilot 
project. In fact, even before the program was announced to Community members, we received 
calls from low-income residents asking how they could sign up for the program. 

During my time as Chairman of GRTI, no program has held a greater potential to benefit low- 
income residents of our Community than this pilot program. Broadband is driving innovation, 
community and economic development, education, health care, and government and tribal 
services in ways that were once unimaginable. This pilot program will enable many of our 
residents to experience the benefits of broadband for the first time. For these residents, the pilot 
program is nothing .short of a game changer. 

Among our customers, the cost of both service and computers is the primary barrier to broadband 
adoption among low-income residents. However, reducing costs alone likely will not 
immediately raise broadband adoption rates among low-income tribal residents to levels 
commensurate with national averages. As the National Broadband Plan notes, low digital 
relevancy and low digital literacy skills also are barriers to broadband adoption. On remote and 
isolated tribal lands, where high school dropout rates are high and unemployment is rampant, 
these barriers are always present. Consequently, 1 ask that you keep in mind that any long term 
solution to broadband adoption on tribal lands likely will need to address these barriers as well. 

Finally, GRTl’s experience and success demonstrates that telecommunications and broadband 
adoption on tribal lands can best be encouraged by ensuring that Tribes themselves are involved 
in the provision of service on tribal lands. Accordingly, GRTI supports rules adopted recently in 
the Federal Communications Commission’s Universal Service Fund and Intercarrier 
Compensation Transformation Order and Lifeline Reform Order that will result in increased 
engagement between tribal governments and the Eligible Telecommunications Carriers ("ETCs”) 
who serve their lands. Increasing the level of "tribal engagement” on these issues will ensure 
that Lifeline funds are used wisely and provide the greatest benefit to the respective 
communities. GRTI believes it is critical that tribal governments be involved in determining 
which carriers benefit from the Lifeline program so that they may ensure that such carriers 
adequately serve their tribal communities. Accordingly, any ETC petitions by 
telecommunications carriers seeking to serve tribal lands should not be granted if a tribal 
government associated with tribal lands in the prospective ETC’s proposed service area objects 
to such ETC designation. 


104467305 


'Proudly serving the Gila River Indian Community since 19SS‘ 
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Gila River Telecommunications, Inc, 

BoxSOlS 

7065 West Allison Road 
Chandler, Arizona 85226-5135 
Phone {520) 796-3333 • Fax ( 520 ) 796-7534 
WWW. gilanet. net 

On behalf of GRTI, I thank you for considering the great progress GRTl has made in its efforts 
to improve connectivity in our Community. This degree of this progress would not have been 
possible without the resources of the Lifeline program. As GRTI participates in the Broadband 
Adoption Lifeline Pilot project, I look forward to providing you with updates on our progress. 


Most Sincerely, 



Anthony Newkirk, 
Chaimian 



104467305 v3 


'Proudly serving the Gila River Indian Community since 1988' 
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April 23, 2013 


Honorable Anna Eshoo 
Ranking Member 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Energy and Commerce Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2322A Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051S 

Dear Congresswoman Eshoo: 

I write to you regarding the Universal Service Fund Lifeline Program. This communications support 
program is very important to a large segment of Mescalero Apache Telecom, Inc. (MATI) customers. We 
appreciate your leadership on communications issues and the hearing you are conducting this week. 

The program does need some reform. However, we must not lose sight of the progress and success that 
the program has delivered to many low-income consumers. 

MATI was established in 1995, incorporated in 1999 and has been providing communications services 
since 2001. MATI serves the Mescaiero Apache Reservation, an area consisting of approximately 720 
square miles in south central New Mexico. We are one of only eight tribaily owned Incumbent 
telecommunications companies in the United States. 

Prior to MAT! purchasing its service area and building its network in 2001, 52% of the Mescalero Apache 
Tribe received no telecommunications service and 48% received only basic voice services. With an 
average population density of two customers per square mile, MATI is considered a rural, high-cost area. 
A low population density and extended loop lengths, combined with mountainous terrain, causes the 
average cost per loop to substantially exceed the national average. MATI is owned by the Mescalero 
Apache Tribe and has thus far accessed the capital markets through a loan administered by the 
Department of Agriculture's Rural Utilities Service. MATI also generates internal funds through which it 
can support its capital and operating expenses. 

MATI provides the Mescalero Apache people with modern communications services, including 
interexchange services, advanced telecommunications and information services, thereby increasing the 
Tribe's access to education, health care, commerce, government and public services. Nearly 100% of 
the Tribe now has access to broadband service. 
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In addition, S4% of the Tribe is eligible for Lifeline support, as compared to the national average of 
21.8% (based on National Broadband Plan eligibility data). Today, there are 611 MAT} customers 
receiving Lifeline Program support. Most of these customers are homes with school age children and 
qualify for free school lunch or Medicaid programs. Many also qualify for programs such as Head Start 
and the Low income Heating Assistance Program (LIHEAP). 

i cannot over emphasize the importance of the Lifeline Program to many of our customers and their 
community. Without this program's support, many members of the Mescalero Apache Tribe will have 
no chance of moving beyond the low-income world in which they now exist. As I stated above, some 
reforms need to be made. We must all work together to make sure the Lifeline Program is fair, efficient, 
sustainable and free of abuse. 

MATI has been highly successful in changing the communications life on the Reservation. We believe we 
are a positive example of doing the right thing with Universal Service Fund monies, including the Lifeline 
Program. Thank you for your consideration of these matters. 


Sincerely, 



Godfrey Enjady 
General Manager 
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April 23. 2013 


The Honorable Greg Walden 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Communications and 
Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 
2182 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


The Honorable Anna Eshoo 
Ranking Member 

Subcommittee on Communications and 
Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 
241 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Chairman Walden and Congresswoman Eshoo: 

On behalf of the National Grange, the nation’s oldest rural advocacy organization, I write to you 
today to express our support for the Universal Service Fund's wireless Lifeline program and the many rural 
Americans it currently ser\'es. There are currently 5! million Americans living in rural areas, with over 
1 5% of them living in poverty. This is noticeably higher than the national poverty rate of approximately 
13.2%. These citizens, many of them w'orking to put food on our tables, deserv e access to the many 
opportunities and security that the Lifeline program provides. 

Through the Lifeline program, millions of low-income Americans are able to communicate with 
prospective and current employers, connect with emergency, health, social, and educational services, and 
keep in touch with family and friends. There are currently as many as 1 5 million low-income households 
who. without Lifeline benefits, would have to choose between feeding their children and going without a 
dial tone that could save their lives or put them on a better economic path through employment. A survey 
of Lifeline users indicated that nearly 70% use their Lifeline service to pursue employment and remain 
employed. In today’s struggling economy, giving these individuals the resources they need to join or 
remain in the workforce is an absolute must. 

Low-income Americans currently benefiting from IJfeline services fall in a wide range of dix erse 
groups. One participating servicer estimates that more than 80% of Lifeline subscribers in 201 1 had an 
average household income below $15,000: that the average age was 51; and that more than 45% of Lifeline 
subscribers were Caucasian compared to 40% who were African American and 7% who were Hispanic. 
Incidentally, 10% are also veterans who have more than earned access to this most basic conv enience. 

We recognize that like many government pragrams, there have been instances of abuse. That is 
why we strongly supported the actions of the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) in January 2012 
when they reformed and modernized the Lifeline program to eliminate waste, fraud and abuse and to 
improve effectiveness and to reflect the changing needs of the communities served by Lifeline. Similarly, 
we recognize that our nation is facing tough budgetary times and that cost-cutting measures must be taken. 
However, cutting or even eliminating the wireless Lifeline program will not reduce the federal deficit by 
one penny, as taxpayer dollars do not pay for Lifeline. Instead, this program is funded by contributions 
from telecommunications companies, w'hich may elect to share the costs of those contributions with their 
subscribers. Far from imposing a burden on taxpayers, wireless Lifeline has been proven to help iow- 
income people find and keep jobs, ultimately reducing spending on public assistance programs. 
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The National Grange remains resolute in our support of the Lifeline program and would encourage 
members of Congress and the FCC to continue to support Lifeline’s ability to provide both wire! ine and 
wireless phone services. Thank you in advance for your attention to our concerns and our strong support for 
the Lifeline program. We look forward to working with you on this and other issues, and hope we can 
serve as a resource in the future. Please don't hesitate to contact me. Grace Boatright, at 202-628-3507 ex. 

1 1 4 or gboairi 2 .ht c?nationalgrange.org should you have any questions. 


Sincerely. 



Grace Boatright 

National Grange Legislative Director 
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April 24, 2013 

The Honorable Greg Walden 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
2182 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

The Honorable Anna Eshoo 
Ranking Member 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
241 Cannon Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


RE: RURAL GROUPS SUPPORT FEDERAL LIFELINE PROGRAM AS 
ESSENTIAL FOR RURAL AND TRIBAL COMMUNITIES 


Dear Chairman Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, Members of the Subcommittee on 
Communications and Technology: 

We write to express our support of the federal Lifeline Program (Lifeline) and to 
respectfully encourage you to protect the funding and reach of the program in wired and 
wireless communications. 

Since 1936, our nation has proudly upheld Universal Service, the principle to advance 
communications services to the least served including tliose in low-income, rural, insular, 
and high cost areas. It is our national commitment to Universal Service that created the 
Lifeline program under President Ronald Reagan’s administration and expanded it to 
include cell phone service under the presidency of George W. Bush. Lifeline has led to a 
remarkable 97 percent telephone access across the country. However, our job is not 
complete. 67 percent of Tribal communities still do not have access to a landline, and 
10.6 million people need the program to be able to afford this basic communications tool. 
These figures indicate that Lifeline, for both wired and wireless technologies, is an 
essentia! program to ensure that rural, Tribal, and low-income communities are able to 
communicate. 

As rural Internet advocates, we know the importance of having access to all forms of 
communication, including telephone service. Without telephone service, rural people are 
further isolated from economic and civic participation, and disconnected from the safety 
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provided by our nation’s emergency 91 1 -service network. Any cuts to the Lifeline 
program would be nixing the tools rural communities have to communicate and fully 
participate our economy, society, and democracy. 

Lifeline is a goverraiient program that provides discounts on monthly telephone service 
for eligible low-income consumers to help ensure they have the opportunities and 
security that telephone service affords, including being able to connect to jobs, family, 
and 911 services. In rural and Tribal communities where jobs are scarce and poverty is 
high. Lifeline is literally a lifeline for residents. According to the Federal 
Communications Commission, Lifeline helps 10.6 million families across the country 
afford a basic telephone line. Furthermore, as national efforts to connect communities via 
wireless services grow, policy makers must keep in mind that wireless services, monthly 
plans and devices are more expensive than traditional landline services. Therefore, the 
wireless component of the Lifeline program is essential to ensure that every member of 
our society is able to participate in the communications ecosystem of the 2F' century. 

Lifeline is essential to the success of our country because it ensures that even the most 
unserved areas are safe, able to communicate, and included. Simply put, any cuts to 
Lifeline will leave rural, Tribal, and low-income communities more vulnerable and 
locked out from full participation. 

For all the concerns expressed above, the Rural Broadband Policy Group respectfully 
urges you to protect rural, Tribal, and low-income communities by opposing any cuts to 
the essential Lifeline program. 

Sincerely, 

Members of the Rural Broadband Policy Group: 

Appalshop 

Central Appalachia Regional Network 
Center for Rural Strategies 

Rural Broadband Policy Group is a growing national coalition of rural broadband advocates with 
two goals: 1) to articulate national broadband policies that provide opportunities for rural 
communities to participate fully in the nation’s democracy, economy, culture, and society, and 2) 
to spark and kindle collaboration among rural advocates for fast, affordable, and reliable Internet. 

For more information, please contact: Edyael Casaperalta at edyael@ruraistrategics.org 
Visit us at httD://www.ruralassemblv.org/working-groups, 'broadband 


Center for Rural Strategies | 46 East Main Street | Whitesburg, KY 41858 | 606-632-3244 
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April 23, 2013 

The Honorable Greg Walden 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Communications and 
Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 
2125 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


The Honorable Anna Eshoo 
Ranking Member 

Subcommittee on Communications and 
Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 
2125 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


RE: NAACP STRONG SUPPORT FOR THE LIFELINE PROGRAM 


Dear Chairman Walden and Congresswoman Eshoo, 

On behalf of the NAACP, our nation's oldest, largest and most wldely-recognized grassroots- 
based civil rights organization, I am writing to express our strong support for the Universal 
Service Fund's (USF) wireless Lifeline program. 

Lifeline Is a much-needed program. It is in our society's best interest to empower everyone, 
especially our most vulnerable citizens, with the ability to communicate with prospective and 
current employers, connect with emergency, health, social, and educational services, and keep 
In touch with family and friends. There are currently as many as 16 million low-income 
households who, without the Lifeline benefits, would have to choose between feeding their 
children and going without a dia) tone that could save their lives or put them on a better 
economic path through employment. 

Recognizing the benefits of ready communication to all Americans, the Reagan Administration 
and Congress first enacted the Lifeline program in 1985. In recognition of the technological shift 
toward and benefits of mobility, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) under the 
George W. Bush Administration expanded the program to Include wireless service in 2005. 

Since that time. Lifeline has provided a discount on phone service for qualifying tow'-income 
consumers to ensure that all Americans have the opportunities and security that phone service 
brings. 

Lifeline currently serves low-income consumers in every state, territory, and commonwealth. 
The Lifeline program is available to consumers with an Income that is at or below 135% of the 
federal Poverty Guidelines or who participate in a qualifying state, federal or Tribal assistance 
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program including Medicaid, Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formerly 
known as Food Stamps), Section 8, LIHEAP, and the Free Lunch Program. 

One participating servicer estimates that more than 80% of Lifeline subscribers in 2011 had an 
average household income below $15,000; that the average age was 51; and that more than 
45% of Lifeline subscribers were Caucasian compared to 40% who were African American and 
7% who were Hispanic. Perhaps most startling is the fact that despite the fact that participation 
in the Lifeline program has increased in recent years due in large measure to the economic 
downturn, Just half of those who qualify for Lifeline benefits actually participate. 

We recognize that like many government programs, there have been instances of abuse. That 
is why we strongly supported the actions of the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) In 
January 2012 when they reformed and modernized the Lifeline program to eliminate waste, 
fraud and abuse and to improve effectiveness and to reflect the changing needs of the 
communities served by Lifeline including rules that have failed to keep pace as consumers 
increasingly choose wireless phone service. 

Lifeline works: the percentage of low-income households with phone service has increased 
from 80% in 1985, when Lifeline began, to nearly 92% in 2011. That is why we remain resolute 
in our support of the Lifeline program, and would encourage Members of Congress and the FCC 
to continue to support Lifeline's ability to provide both wireline and wireless phone services 
and we support expanding Lifeline to help support Broadband connection as well. Lifeline is an 
appropriately named program: it provides many Americans with a connection to employers, 
potential employers, emergency services, health care professionals, their children's schools, 
family and friends that they otherwise might have to do without. 

Thank you in advance for your attention to our concerns and our strong support for the Lifeline 
program. If we can be of further assistance to you, or if you have any questions or comments, 
please do not hesitate to contact at the NAACP Washington Bureau at (202) 463-2940. 

Sincerely, 


Hilary 0. Shelton 

Director, NAACP Washington Bureau & 

Senior Vice President for Policy and Advocacy 


cc: 


Members, Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
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The Honorable Greg Walden 
Chainnan 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technolog>’^ 
Committee on Energ>' and Commerce 
2125 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

The Honorable AnnaEshoo 
Ranking Member 

Subconunittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on .Energy and Commerce 
2 1 25 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


SUPPORT THE LIFELINE PROGRAM 


Dear Chainnan Walden, Ranking Member Eshoo, and Members of the Subcommittee on 
Communications and Technology: 

On behalf of The Leadership Conference on Civil and Human Rights, a coalition charged by 
its diverse membership of more than 200 national organizations to promote and protect the 
rights of all persons in the United Stales, we thank you for the opportunity to submi t our 
\hews regarding the Lifeline program and ask that this statement to be entered into the record 
of the Subcommittee hearing entitled “The Lifeline Fund: Money Well Spent?” scheduled 
for Thursday, April 25, 2013. Because communications technology is most valuable to 
everyone when it reaches all potential users. Congress has promoted the policy of “universal 
service” since passage of the Communications Act in 1934. We support continuation of tliis 

policy today — in the fonn of Lifeline support for low-income people modernized to the 

new technologies of the twenty-first century'. 

Lifeline Supports Essential Telephone Access 

Created in 1984 under President Reagan, the Lifeline program supports low-income people’s 
access to telephone ser\'ice, whefiier they use either wireless or traditional technology. In 
20 1 2, about $2.2 billion, or one-quarter of the total $9 billion spent on universal service, was 
spent on the program targeting low-income people. Of the total 440 million lines supported 
by universal sen-dee, 16 million are in the Lifeline program 

Today, more than ever before, access to telephone sendee is essential For ail people who seek 
to reach emergency services, earn a living, improve their education, receive health care, or 
engage in civic society. Contacting the fire department, getting a job, making a doctor’s 
appointment, or managing any aspect of daily life would be virtually impossible if one had to 
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be physically present to communicate with others. Though today, a telephone is increasingly a sub- 
standard mechanism to support daily needs, falling far behind the utility of a high speed broadband 
Internet connection in quality and convenience, it is clear that without a voice telephone, many 
individuals would be unable to work, care for their families, or improve their socia-cconomic status. 

Lifeline Support is Critical for People in Poverty 

Currently the Federal Communications Commission’s Lifeline program is available to individuals who 
are at, or below', 1 3 5 percent of the federal poverty guideline. In 20 1 3, the federal poverty guideline is 
$23,550 for a family of four; thus, to be eligible for Lifeline, a family of four w'ouid need to earn less than 
$31,790 per year. As w'e explained in our comments to the Commission, such a family would still be 
earning well short of the minimal economic security salary of $42,106, which the Economic Policy 
Institute (EPI) has determined represents “the pre-tax annual family income . . . required to maintain a safe 
but modest standard of living."’ Using EPl’s data, we constructed a chart comparing the monthly needs 
for financial security of a family of four in Oklahoma in 2008, and the amount a worker could earn at 40 
hours per week at minimum wage."" 


Minimum Wage Income v. Typical 
Monthly Expenses for Family of Four, 
2008 {Source for expenses: Economic 


Policy Institute) 
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1- Minimum wage Income; 2- EPI economic securit>' threshold 

Families in poverty spend every day balancing among a number of unmet needs, including groceries, rent 
and mortgage payments, health care, child care, and other needs. Every contribution toward their overall 


aiPcs I in and Tared Bcnislein, Economic Policy Institute, What We Need to Get By, EPI Briefing Paper #224 
c uilable at lutj' \\ \\\\ cpi o ru/publications/entr\'/bp224/ . The calculator is available at: 

I i; 3N cpi ora vonion! budge t calculato r. 

S,s \ (.ont-miL }*ol!cv InsUtuie. Basic Family Budget Calculator, Two parents, two children, Oklahoma City, OK 
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economic security is an important element of the social safety net. Lifeline is a critical tool for our most 
Ytilnerahle populations. 

.Mobile Telephone Access is Essential for Low-Income People 

In 2005, partially in response to the devastation wrought by Hurricane Katrina, the Bush administration 
expanded the maimer in which the Lifeline program supports wireless telephone service. As e,xp!ained by 
Professor David Super to the Commission during its Lifeline proceeding in 2011,’’ Lifeline mobile 
support complements and supports the federal policies designed to promote w'ork, rather than public 
assistance, as the primary means of support for low-income people. 

Mobile phones play an important, even essential, role in low-income workers’ lives. For example, low- 
income people often must work multiple low-w'age jobs that are scheduled using shifts; and must often 
obtain additional shifts beyond their regular schedules to meet their minimura economic needs. A 
worker’s access to a mobile phone is critical in order to be available at any time to take on additional 
work. In addition, mobile phones are important for people w'ho rely on public transportation, which is 
often not as reliable as private transportation. Mobile phones are also important for low-income workers 
who typically rely on informal child care arrangements, which are less consistent and often require last- 
minute changes to meet the caregiver’s and child's needs. 

In addition, Lifeline mobile support helps facilitate the administration of programs such as SNAP 
(formerly known as food stamps), Medicaid, and other anti-poverty programs. Federal benefits programs 
administered by the state.s have taken advantage of new' technologies, using automated administration to 
provide more accurate and efficient service. This often means that recipients need to routinely check in 
by phone to a state-wide call center to participate in hearings or conduct eligibility verification interviews. 

In sum, the increasing scarcity of public pay phones means that without a mobile phone, low-income 
people cannot always be responsive to their employers, their children, and their caregivers, or the 
eligibility requirements of federal benefit programs. 

Reforms to End Waste Fraud and Abuse Should Not Harm Vulnerable Populations 

We strongly support efforts to ensure that telephone companies are not using Lifeline funds for ineligible 
people or for substandard services. The reforms the Commission adopted in 2012 are strict and go to the 
heart of prior abuses, Every applicant for the program must provide proof that he or she is eligible for the 
program before obtaining service. For the first time, carriers are required to explain to potential 
subscribers that Lifeline is a federal program. Each company that obtains reimburseraent through the 
program must sign a statement every month, under penalty of perjury, that the company is providing 
service to eligible consumers. 

Focusing on the overall size of the fund is not an accurate way to monitor w-aste, fraud and abuse. Some 
of the recent increases in enrollment and expenditures are likely due to increased need caused by the 
recent economic downturn, not fraud and abuse. Further, the Commission’s new definition of 
“household” more accurately captures the economic circumstances of low-income people — recognizing 


’ See Letter ifom Prof. David Super, Georgetown University to Marlene H, Dortch, Secretary', Federal 
Communications Commission, WC Docket ! i-42 (filed Nov. 7, 201 i), available at: 
hup;/7app.s,fcc.gov/ecfs/documem/v!ew?id=702174702S. 
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that often multiple families share a single address in difficult economic times. For these reasons, while we 
supported some reform of the Lifeline program, we strongly discouraged the Commission from adopting 
a hard cap. 

We note that, for its entire existence, the Lifeline program has been underutilized. For example, 
according to a 2009 study, 25.7 million households qualified for Lifeline support, but only approximately 
8.2 million households were enrolled, resulting in a low participation rate of approximately 32 percent.'* 
The map below shows the most recent participation rates estimated by the Universal Service 
Administrative Company (USAC) in 2010. Only a handful of states are above 50 percent. The most 
recent poverty numbers estimate that the current poverty rate is 1 5 percent, reflecting 46 million people. 
This data indicate that, even at 16 million participants. Lifeline is only reaching a fraction of eligible 
households. 
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We believe that even more reforms are possible to improve the program but not harm the population it 
intends to serve. In our filings before the Commission, we asked it to consider a number of additional 
changes: 

• Expand the program to support broadband services; 

• Create a portable electronic benefit for Lifeline participants; 

• Develop financial incentives for states that adopt pro-efficiency refonns; 

• Adopt financial penalties for carriers that miss appropriate targets; 


Universal Service Administrative Company, Lifeline Participation Rate Study (2009). 
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• Utilize existing databases housed at the state level to verify eligibility, rather than develop new 
and costly databases which will likely undermine privacy protections; and 

• Adopt minimum quality controls for Lifeline-eligible services, such as a minimum monthly 
minute allotment. 


In sum, we strongly support the existing Lifeline program, including its technology-neutral policy to 
support both wired and wireless services. We look forward to working with the Subcommittee and the 
Commission to ensure that the nation’s most vulnerable populations have affordable access to the tools 
essential for daily living in the information age. Thank you for considering our views. Please contact 
Leadership Conference Media/Telecommunications Co-Chair Cheryl Leanza, UCC O.C., Inc., at 202- 
841-6033 or Corrine Yu, Leadership Conference Managing Policy Director at 202-466-5670, if you 
would like to discuss the above issues or any other issues of importance to The Leadership Conference. 


Sincerely, 



Wade Henderson 
President & CEO 
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April 23, 2013 

The Honorable Greg Walden 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Communications and 
3'echnology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 
2125 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washin^on, DC 20515 


The Honorable Anna Eshoo 
Ranking Member 

Subcommittee on Communications and 
Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 
2125 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


RE: OUR STRONG SUPPORT FOR THE LIFELINE PROGRAM 


Dear Chairman Walden and Congresswoman Eshoo, 

On behalf of the undersigned organizations, we are writing in advance of the hearing scheduled 
for April 25, 2013, to express our strong support for the Universal Seiwice Fund’s (IISF) wireless 
Lifeline program. The policy of universal service has been part of the Communications Act since 
1934 because it is in our society’s best interest to empower everyone to connect by telephone. 
Without a telephone, our most vulnerable populations would not have the ability to call 911, 
contact prospective and current employers, connect with health, social, and educational services, 
or keep in touch with family and friends. There are currently as many as 16 million low-income 
households who, without the Lifeline benefits, would have to choose between food on the table 
and the telephone connection. 

Created in 1984 under President Reagan, the Lifeline program supports low-income people’s 
access to telephone service, whether they use either wireless or traditional technology. The 
Lifeline program reaches individuals who are at, or below, 1 35 percent of the federal poverty 
guideline, or who participate in a qualifying state, federal or Tribal assistance program including 
Medicaid, Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formerly known as Food 
Stamps), Section 8, LIHEAP, and the Free Lunch Program. It offers $9.25 per month to carriers 
to subsidize the cost of providing telephone service. In some cases, telephone companies are 
able to use the federal benefit to offer telephone services to consumers at no cost. 

One participating servicer estimates that more than 80 percent of Lifeline subscribers in 2011 
had an average household income below $15,000; that the average age was 51; and that more 
than 45 percent of Lifeline subscribers were Caucasian compared to 40 percent who were 
African American and 7 percent who were Hispanic; the vast majority were women. For more 
than half of those customers, the Lifeline phone was their first wireless phone. 

The Federal Communications Commission has recently taken action to curb previous abu.ses. 

We believe that the Commission should take time to evaluate its recent reforms to ensure that 
they are not inadvertently driving eligible households from the program. 

Lifeline has proven its effectiveness. The percentage of low-income households with phone 
service has increased from 80 percent in 1985, when Lifeline began, to nearly 92 percent in 
201 i . We encourage the subcommittee to support the program and to ensure it is updated to new 
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technologies. If we can be of further assistance to you, or if you have any questions or 
comments, please do not hesitate to contact us through Hilary Shelton at the NAACP at 202-463- 
2940. 

Sincerely, 

NAACP 

Disability Rights Education & Defense Fund 

United Church of Christ, Office of Communication, Inc. 

National Organization for Women 

Leadership Conference on Civil and Human Rights 

ACLU 

Asian American Justice Center, Member Asian American Center for Advancing Justice 
CWA 
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2012 Top Ten High Cost Disbursements by State (in thousands) 
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Federal Communications Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20554 


June 13,2013 


The Honorable Greg Walden 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
United States House of Representatives 
2125 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 


Dear Chairman Walden: 

Please find attached responses from Julie Veach, Chief of the Federal Communications 
Commission’s Wireline Competition Bureau, to the post-hearing questions from the 
Subcommittee’s April 25, 2013 hearing titled “The Lifeline Fund: Money Well Spent?”. 
Please let me know if I can be of further assistance. 



Enclosure 
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The Honorable Henry Waxman 

1. Mr. Gregg’s testimony cited data claiming that eight states have more Lifeline 
subscribers than low income households - Alaska, Arkansas, Georgia, Louisiana, 
Maryland, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Rhode Island. After our hearing, one analysis 
questioned this conclusion, arguing that Mr. Gregg’s conclusions were based on 
outdated poverty statistics and an undercount of eligible recipients, among other 
issues. What is the FCC’s perspective on Mr. Gregg’s data? 

Mr. Gregg asserted that, in certain states, the actual disbursed Lifeline support exceeded 
100% of the amount that would be disbursed if all eligible households subscribed to the Lifeline 
program. 1 understand that Mr. Gregg reached this conclusion by comparing a state’s actual 
annual disbursements to his estimate of the potential number of eligible households. By doing 
so, it is our view that Mr. Gregg’s calculation underestimates the number of eligible households 
because it accounted only for households eligible based on income and did not consider that 
many households are eligible through participation in one of seven Federal programs. These 
programs include Medicaid, Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), Low-Income 
Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP), Federal Public House Assistance (Section 8), 
National School Lunch Program, Supplemental Security Income (SSI), and Temporary 
Assistance to Needy Families (TANF). By excluding these households, Mr. Gregg 
underestimated the potential number of eligible households, causing his estimate of the 
percentage of eligible households subscribing to Lifeline to be too high. 

The Census Bureau provides the data (Current Population Survey March 20 1 2 
Supplement) necessary to correctly estimate the number of eligible households using both the 
income and program participation criteria. Using these data reveals lower estimates of the 
subscription rate in every stale Mr. Gregg reported. For example, Mr. Gregg’s estimates 
overstate the subscription rate in Maryland by approximately 83 percent and in Louisiana by 
approximately 38 percent. 

2. Mr. Feiss stated in his written testimony for the hearing that “no application for 
Lifeline-only ETC designation has been denied anywhere in the Lf.S.” Is that 
accurate? Has the FCC denied any Lifeline ETC applications? 

States generally designate ETCs but, in the instance w'here a state commission does not 
have jurisdiction. Congress has directed the FCC to evaluate a carrier’s request for designation as 
an ETC. The FCC currently designates wireless carriers in the following jurisdictions: Alabama, 
Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, New Hampshire, North Carolina, New York, Tennessee, 
Virginia, Texas and the District of Columbia. Given that states have primary jurisdiction to 
designate carriers as ETCs, the FCC cannot comment on the number of Lifeline-only ETC 
designations that have been denied nationwide. Since 2008, the FCC has granted 6 ETC 
designation petitions and currently has pending 38 Lifeline-only ETC petitions. The FCC 
accords rigorous scrutiny to such applications and has encouraged states to do the same for state 
ETC applications. In the April 29, 2013 letter to the Committee submitted by the National 
Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC), NARUC e.xplains how states are 
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combatting waste, fraud and abuse in the Lifeline program and notes that at least seven states 
have “pulled" ETC designations and at least six have refused to designate carriers as ETCs. 

3. Mr. Feiss’ testimony also characterized the FCC’s ETC approval process as 
“lenient.” Do you agree? Could you explain the requirement for ETC compliance 
plans that the FCC adopted as part of the 2012 Lifeline Reform Order? 

No. The Commission's ETC process is not “lenient". Rather, the FCC has imposed a 
rigorous approval process for non-facilities based carriers that seek designation as ETCs. With 
its ongoing commitment to fight waste, fraud, and abuse in the program, the FCC, through its 
2012 reforms, now requires that every non-facilities based carrier seeking to become a Lifeline- 
only ETC must first receive approval of its compliance plan before becoming an ETC. In a 
Public Notice, FCC staff set forth the key elements that must be contained in a compliance plan, 
which include a detailed e.xplanation of how the carrier will comply with the FCC's mles 
(including a thorough review of the carrier’s marketing and outreach materials) as well as a 
description of its future service offerings. The staff undertakes a rigorous review of each 
carrier’s compliance plan before granting approval. A non-facilities-based carrier cannot seek 
designation as an ETC (from the FCC or a state commission) or receive federal universal service 
fund (USF) support until it has a compliance plan approved. Commission staff also coordinate 
with staff from state commissions on a regular basis to ensure appropriate management and 
oversight the ETC designation process at the state level. 

4. There was some discussion at the hearing about an “explosion” of ETC designations 
for Lifeline. Does the FCC have information about what percentage of the carriers 
certified to participate in Lifeline are also receiving high-cost support? How many 
are only certified to participate in Lifeline? 

Approximately 70 percent of the ETCs certified to offer Lifeline services are also 
receiving high-cost support and approximately 30 percent are designated as ETCs for the limited 
purpose of offering Lifeline services. 


The Honorable Doris Matsui 


1. Is there such a thing as a “Free” government phone? 

No. Lifeline support cannot be used to support a phone or any other device. The flat-rate 
support amount can only be used towards the purchase of voice telephony service and the FCC’s 
rules require that the ETC must pass through to the Lifeline consumer the entire subsidy amount. 
If a company offers a free phone to Lifeline subscribers, it is doing so as part of its business 
model. 


2. Is it accurate to say that the Lifeline program is not contributing to “any current 
growth” within the Universal Service Fund at this point? 

Yes. Lifeline reforms have led to a reduction in disbursements. For example, in July 
2012, the program disbursed $190,451,629 in support to ETCs. In May 2013, the program 
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disbursed $145,521,710, a savings of $45 million. Overall, the Commission has already saved 
over $214 million since the reforms went into effect and we are on track to save $2 billion by the 
end of 2014. The contribution factor in the first quarter of 2012, before implementation of 
Lifeline reforms w'as 1 7.9 percent, whereas the most recent contribution factor for the second 
quarter of 20 1 3 was 15.5 percent. 

3. What is the current status for the duplicates database? 

The Universal Service Administrative Company, or USAC, administers the Lifeline 
program on behalf of the FCC. USAC has announced its selection of the vendor for the National 
Lifeline Accountability Database (NLAD), and work is already underway. The NLAD will be 
operational this year. 

4. In the Lifeline Reform Order, the FCC adopted a goal for the program to “ensure 
the availability of broadband service for low-income Americans.” The order also 
established a broadband pilot program which is now underway with 14 pilots in over 20 
states to test how the program can potentially support broadband. Can you discuss why 
the Commission felt a goal of the program should be to ensure broadband availability for 
low-income Americans and what you hope to learn from the pilots? 

In its 2012 Lifeline reforms, the FCC established specific goals for the program, 
including a goal of “ensuring the availability of broadband service for low-income Americans.” 
This goal reflects the principle in section 254 of the Communications Act that all consumers, 
including low-income consumers, should have access to advanced telecommunications and 
information serv'ices at affordable rates. It is also consistent with the recommendations of the 
National Broadband Plan, which recognizes how broadband has become essential to all 
Americans to access jobs, education and economic opportunity in the 21“ century. As a first step 
towards achieving this goal, the FCC launched a broadband pilot program on February 1, 2013, 
that will provide high-quality data on how the Lifeline program could be structured to promote 
the adoption and retention of broadband services for low-income Americans. The fourteen 
selected projects will provide various broadband services to Lifeline eligible consumers and will 
gather data and provide analysis on a wide range of geographic, technological and programmatic 
variables. The pilot will test subsidy amounts, end-user charges, access to digital literacy 
training, equipment types, speed ranges, data usage limits and other variables to assist the 
Commission in determining how' the program could potentially be modernized to support 
broadband. 

5. Does the Lifeline program have any impact on the U.S. budget or our nation’s fiscal 
deficit? 

The Lifeline program does not have an impact on the U.S. budget or the nation’s fiscal 
deficit. The program, like all USF programs, is funded through a fee imposed on providers of 
interstate telecommunications. Wireless companies, wireline telephone companies, and 
interconnected voice over Internet protocol (VoIP) providers contribute to the Fund and 
generally recover those contributions from their end-user customers. Funds are remitted not to 
the U.S. Treasury, but rather to USAC to administer the four universal service programs. Thus, 
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increasing or decreasing the size of the Lifeline program, or any other component of the overall 
universal service program, will not impact the federal budget, the deficit, or the debt. 

The Honorable Ben Ray Lujan 

1. As mentioned at the hearing, I represent a very rural district. It stretches across the 
farmlands of eastern New Mexico and the rugged mountains of the Rio Grande valley. 
Many of my constituents depend upon Lifeline to follow up on job opportunities, 
communicate with their doctors, or contact emergency services. Lifeline is often 
raischaracterized by its critics as being an urban program, but I can assure you that it also 
serves many of the most vulnerable populations in rural America. How many lifeline users 
live in rural communities? Is the participation rate in rural communities comparable to 
urban areas? 

Since 1985, the Lifeline program has provided a discount on phone service for 
qualifying low'-income consumers to ensure that all Americans have the opportunities and 
security that phone service brings, including being able to connect to jobs, family and emergency 
services. This program is available to eligible low-income consumers in every state, territory, 
commonwealth, and on Tribal lands, regardless of whether the consumer resides in a rural or 
urban area. While we have data on the overall number of subscribers in each state and on Tribal 
lands, the FCC does not have data showing whether Lifeline subscribers live in rural or urban 
areas. 


2. My district is also home to a large Tribal population, much of which is severely 
underserved by modern infrastructure networks, including telecommunications networks. 
The FCC has recognized the dire needs for network connections and high cost of making 
those connections in these areas and preserved a higher subsidy to service providers on 
Tribal lands. This subsidy has gone to good use as Tribal telecom companies have utilized 
it to connect a large number of their populations to telecommunications networks for the 
first time. In letters to the Subcommittee, both the Mescalero Apache Telecom, Inc. and 
Gila River Telecommunications, Inc. expressed their reliance upon the program in their 
work. They tell us that 611 households on the Mescalero Apache Nation in New Mexico 
have been connected by the Lifeline program and 78% of Gila River’s Tribal subscribers 
in Arizona arc subscribers. Does the FCC have any estimates of how important this 
program is to Tribal communities? How many Lifeline users live on Tribal lands? What is 
the FCC doing to keep the program relevant to Tribal populations and other underserved 
communities? 

Since 2000, the Tribal Lifeline and Link Up programs have provided invaluable 
assistance in helping to dramatically improve access to telephone service for low-income 
residents of Tribal lands, many of whom face often endemic levels of cyclical poverty. Given 
the significant telecommunications deployment and connectivity challenges on Tribal lands, and 
the high percentage of Tribal residents with incomes under the Federal Poverty Guidelines, the 
Lifeline program has served as an important resource for Tribal residents, in 2012, over 800,000 
subscribers on Tribal lands participated in the Lifeline program. 
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In its 2012 reforms of these programs, the FCC recognized the unique circumstances 
facing residents on Tribal lands and adopted a number of Tribal-specific provisions to ensure that 
the programs remain relevant and accessible. For example, the FCC learned that many Tribal 
elders opted for the Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations (FDPIR), commonly 
referred to as the “commodity program,” rather than the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program (SNAP), Because FDPIR was not considered an eligible program for participating in 
Lifeline and Link Up, FDPIR beneficiaries had been excluded from receiving the benefits of 
Lifeline and Link Up support. To address this, the FCC made FDPIR an eligible program for 
purposes of Lifeline and Link Up. 

As another example, the FCC preserved the Link Up program on Tribal lands (with 
certain limitations) while eliminating it elsewhere, acknowledging the significant 
telecommunications deployment and access challenges that persist today on Tribal lands. The 
FCC also adopted a broadband adoption pilot program, in an effort to gather data on broadband 
adoption and deployment among low-income consumers. Of the 14 applicants selected for the 
program, tw'o Tribally owned ETCs - Gila River Telecommunications, Inc. and Hopi 
Telecommunications, Inc. - were accepted into the pilot program. That program is currently 
underway, 

3. If our hearing brought about any agreement between the two partie.s, it’s that a 
reform of the Lifeline program has been sorely needed. 1 commend the FCC for the 
changes to the program announced last year. The FCC is now requiring proof of eligibility 
for the program and compiling eligibility and enrollment databases to ensure that Lifeline 
is not abused. How does the implementation of these reforms impact the FCC’s decisions 
regarding the programs funding, modernization, and any additional reform efforts? 

The tough reforms that the FCC unanimously adopted are working; the number of 
subscribers enrolled in the program is down by 5 million since the reforms were adopted, and the 
program is on track to save $2 billion by 2014. Establishing automated means for checking for 
duplicate subscribers and subscriber eligibility should lead to further .savings. In this regard, the 
National Lifeline Accountability Database (NLAD), which will enable carriers to check for 
duplicate subscribers, is on track to be operational by the end of this year, and the FCC is making 
progress working with other federal agencies also to automate verification of subscriber 
eligibility. When the FCC adopted reforms in early 2012 it determined that it was appropriate to 
assess the impact of the reforms before moving forward W'ith other potential changes to the 
program, including whether to e.stablish a budget, the permanent per-subscriber support level, 
and whether other federal programs should be added to the list of those enabling subscriber 
eligibility. While the FCC’s reforms have taken hold and have reduced the .size of the Fund in 
one year, the FCC is continuing to monitor the impact of its reforms to see whether additional 
measures are necessary. 
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a. What is the current status of the two databases? Do you expect them to be 
online and in use by the end of the year? 

USAC has announced that the vendor for the National Lifeline Accountability Database 
(NLAD) has been selected, and work is already underway. The NLAD will be operational this 
year. 


The FCC has also directed the FCC staff to create an automatic means of verifying 
eligibility. The FCC is leading discussions at the federal level with the Department of 
Agriculture and the Department of Health and Human Services. Simultaneously, the FCC is also 
working with those states that are seeking to develop automated means for verifying subscriber 
eligibility. About 10 states already have automatic means of verifying eligibility, with the 
possibility that more states will follow. 

b. Some have suggested that a minimum co-payment be required for consumers 
receiving Lifeline service, so that they have some “skin in the game.” Did the FCC consider 
requiring a co-payment as part of the reform Order? Why didn’t the FCC adopt one? 

The FCC considered a minimum charge during the Lifeline rulemaking process in 201 1 - 
2012, but voted unanimously not to mandate it, indicating that there was insufficient data to 
establish that such a federal requirement would effectively protect the program from waste, 
fraud, and abuse without thwarting the goal of making vital communications services available to 
low-income consumers. The Commission also found that it was unnecessary to impose a federal 
minimum charge at that time requirement in light of the other significant steps being taken to 
reform tlie Lifeline program. Slates, however, are free to adopt minimum charges if they decide 
to. Georgia, for example, just adopted a $5 minimum charge; California, on the other hand, used 
to have a minimum charge but recently pennitted carriers to offer Lifeline without a charge. 

The Honorable Steve Scalise 


1. How many and what percentage of Lifeline subscribers that receive subsidized 
mobile service choose to upgrade their cell phone plans? 

The FCC does not track information about individual subscribers, such as their usage 
patterns or whether they choose to upgrade their service plans. Carriers can be contacted 
regarding their subscribers’ usage patterns. The USAC website 

( littp:/Avww . lifelin e support.ora/ls/companies/companies.aspx ') provides a listing of all the 
carriers designated as ETCs within each jurisdiction. 

The Honorable Billy Long 


1. What percentage of Lifeline cell phone users go over the free 200 minutes on the 
cellular phones provided through the program? 

The FCC does not track information about individual subscribers, such as usage patterns 
or whether they exceed their allotted minutes for their service plans. Carriers can be contacted 
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regarding their subscribers’ usage patterns. The USAC website 

( littp://wvvw'. Iifelinesiipport.org/ls/com panies/companies.asp.x ') provides a listing of all the 
companies designated as ETCs within each jurisdiction. 

2. Are Lifeline cell phone users able to forward their personal cell phone to their 
Lifeline phone in order to use up the free 200 minutes? This of course would allow' 200 
minutes of ceil phone use paid for by the Lifeline program. 

Each carrier has its own procedures for handling call forwarding. The FCC does not 
track this information and its rules do not address this matter. To gather information regarding 
individual carriers’ call forw'arding procedures, the USAC website 

(http://\vw\v.lifelinesuppoit.org/l5/coinpanies/companies.a.spx ') provides a listing of all the 
companies designated as ETCs within each jurisdiction. 
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Commissioner Phil Jones Response to Questions for the Record from the April 25 Hearing: 

“The Lifeline Fnnd: Money Well Spent?” 

1. The Honorable Henry Waxman 

[A] Ml-. Gregg’s Testimony cited data claiming that eight States have more Lifeline 
subscribers than low income households - Alaska, Arkansas. Georgia, Louisiana, 
Maryland, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Rhode Island. After our hearing, one analysis 
que.stioned this conclusion, arguing the Mr. Gregg 's conclusions were based on outdated 
poverty statistics and an undercount of eligible recipients, among other issues. Do you 
agree? Can NARUC provide the Committee with data from those eight States to help us 
determine whether the Lifeline programs in those States are in fact oversubscribed? 

Answer: Mr, Gregg’s calculations, if true, reinforce the imperative to get the national 
duplication and eligibility verification databases up and running quickly. However, there are 
some aspects of his analysis that invite criticism. 

For example, it appears the low-income household numbers were taken from 2010 census 
data collected in 2009. Yet that somewhat dated information was compared with Lifeline 
subscribership data from 2012 and 2013. Obviously, comparing data from different time spans is 
unlikely to produce reliable conclusions. It is quite possible that his analysis understates the 
number of eligible low-income households in 2012-13. 

Moreover, using the 1 35% of the federal poverty guideline (PPG) as the proxy for lifeline 
eligibility is inappropriate. This ’’proxy” does not account for permissible variations in Lifeline 
eligibility standards. The federal Lifeline eligibility criteria is a floor and States are allowed to, 
and often do, set different eligibility criteria - typically participation in other “qualifying” State 
low income assistance programs. For example, Ohio defines poverty as 150% of PPG. Ohio’s 
state heating assistance program is set at 200% of PPG. A participant in either program qualifies 
for Lifeline service - but obviously would appear as ineligible in an analysis based just on the 
PPG. in Rhode Island, the income level to participate in the State low income heating assistance 
program, w'hich also qualifies recipients for Lifeline, is based on 60% median income which for 
FY2012-2013 is $52,601 for a family of four compared to the FPG’s $37,680 for the same 
family. These are only two examples of State specific differences that are necessarily excluded 
from an analysis based-only on the PPG and can only result in under-reporting of the number of 
eligible participants. 

Mr. Gregg’s dated calculations also appear to be based on Lifeline subscribership data 
collected prior to the first FCC-required Lifeline recertification. It does not appear Mr. Gregg’s 
calculations account for the recent FCC announcement that the 2012 recertification resulted in 
29% of Lifeline subscribers being de-enrolled (DA 13-872). Obviously, even if Mr. Gregg’s 
analysis contains no other methodological errors, it overstates the current alleged disparity 
between households that have the service and those that are actually eligible for the subsidy. 
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Some of NARUC’s member commissions question the methodology used by Mr. Gregg 
to calculate the Adjustment for Tribal Support. All of Alaska is considered Tribal Lands and 
therefore all Lifeline-eligible customers in that state are entitled to receive a Lifeline credit of up 
to $34.25 per month (the regular Lifeline credit of $9.25 + the $25 tribal Lifeline credit). 
Indeed, Mr. Gregg concedes this problem in his testimony - noting that: “[tjwo of these states - 
Alaska and Oklahoma - contain 88% of total tribal Lifeline subscribers, so it is possible that 
additional tribal support is responsible for the high level of actual support in those states.” 

The Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC), the independent third party 
administrator of the USF program, provides an annual map showing Lifeline participation rates 
by State. The most recent data the USF administrator has released is for 2011.' The published 
report only provides participation rates within ranges (below 10%; 10 to 20%; 20 to 50%; and 
above 50%). At least two States (Ohio and Rhode Island) Mr. Gregg cites as being 
oversubscribed were listed by USAC as having a 201 1 participation rate of between 20% and 
50%. The others were listed as having participation rates above 50%. The FCC could require a 
more detailed analysis of program participation by USAC in the future to better gauge if 
“oversubscription” is actually a problem in those states. 

It is worth repeating, the best thing Congress can do now to increase efficiency and 
eliminate fraud, is to assure the FCC brings online the national duplication and eligibility 
verification databases as quickly as possible. 

[B] Mr. Feiss slated in his written testimony for the hearing that “no application for 

Lifeline-only ETC designation has been denied anywhere in the US. ” Mr. Jones, your 

testimony stated that at least six Stales had denied an ETC denied an ETC application. 

How can we reconcile these two statements? 

Answer: As stated in my testimony, not many ETC applications are denied because the 
provider almost always withdraws their application before that can occur. In my State of 
Washington, for example, our staff recommended that we deny some ETC designations (Two 
examples; Reconnex [wireline Lifeline ETC applicant] and Midw'estern Telecommunications, 
Inc. [prepaid wireless Lifeline ETC applicant]). Each time the carrier withdrew their application 
after the staff issued its negative recommendation but before it came up for a vote. 

Often, PUCs and their staff will work with providers and seek revisions until the 
application is deemed acceptable. For example, the Wisconsin proceeding on TracFone’s 
designation took two years and several revisions before it w-as finally approved. In a few other 
cases, including one in South Dakota, a State Commission denied a wireless petition for ETC 


I Universal Service Administrative Co., 201 1 Lifeline Participation Rate by State Map, available 
online at; http://w ww.usac.org/ res/documenls,di/pdftparticipation-rates l i-participa ti on-rate-m ap- 
2011. pdf . 
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designation but was overturned on appeal. In our informal survey of member PUCs, we did not 
specifically ask respondents if ETC applications they had denied were for Lifeline only. It is a 
fact that some W'ireless Lifeline only applications have been denied at the State level. Below you 
will find links to a couple State commission orders denying wireless applications for Lifeline 
only ETC status. This is by no means a comprehensive list but indicates that indeed some have 
been denied. 

California: Resolution to Deny the Request ofTracFom Wireless. Inc. (U-423I-C) to be 
Designated an Eligible Teiecommunicatiom Carrier in California. Resolution No.T- 1 7235, 
December 17, 2009. 

Link: http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PubiisliedDocs/PUBLISHED/FlNAL RESOLUTION / T 1 1397.htm 

Indiana: lURC Order Denying True Wireless Petition for Designation as an ETC for Lifeline 
Purpo,ses Only (41052 ETC 64), February 20, 2013. 

Link: http://www.in.gov/iurc/files/4l052 64order 0220l3.pdf 

[C] There was some di.scussion at the hearing about an “explosion ” of ETC designations 
for Lifeline. From your perspective in the Slates, what percentage of the carriers 
certified to participate in Lifeline are also receiving high-cost support? How many are 
only certified to participate in Lifeline? 

Answer: Without a doubt there has been an increase in the number of wireless Lifeline-only 
ETCs across the country. We were unable to locate any public national statistics distinguishing 
Lifeline-only and high-cost ETCs. The universal service program administrator - USAC - 
should have this data and be able to provide a national analysis of the growth in Lifeline-only 
ETCs. They would be the most likely source for the most comprehensive and accurate national 
data. 


However, I can share with you information on my State and a few others that had this 
information readily available. 

In Washington State, for years we had twenty-four wireline and seven facilities-based 
wireless ETCs that received both high-cost and Lifeline support. The number of wireless ETCs 
that receive both is now' down to five. In the past, we had as many as four wireline Lifeline-only 
ETCs but only one of those remains. The biggest change has been the increase in the number of 
Lifeline-only wireless ETCs which all filed for designation after 2009. Currently Washington 
has six wireless Lifeline-only ETCs. Another ten applications are pending. 

In 1997, California had eighteen ETCs participating in both high-cost and Lifeline 
programs. Currently the State has granted fourteen Lifeline-only ETCs, all wireless: four in 
1998; one in 2006; one in 2008; one in 2009; two in 2010; and five in 2011. Currently, thirteen 
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additional Lifeline-only ETC applications are pending. Of those, two are wireline providers and 
eleven are wireless. 

Massachusetts has a total of ten ETCs. Five are wireline carriers that participate in both 
high-cost and Lifeline programs. The other five are Lifeline-only ETCS. All five are wireless 
and were certified in 2009 or later. Nine Lifeline-only wireless ETC petitions are pending. Only 
one is facilities-based. 

Nebraska has approved five Lifeline-only ETC applications in the last year and has three 
applications pending. 

The data from theses States does show that Lifeline-only ETC applications are on the 
rise. I believe these anecdotal examples are representative of national trend.s, but USAC should 
be able to provide more definitive data and a more comprehensive analysis. 

n. The Honorable Ben Ray Lujan 

[A] As a former New Mexico Public Regulation Commissioner, I have a great deal of 
respect for your organization 's work and am interested in your opinion on the Lifeline 
program and its recent reform proposals. Do you see any barriers to the effective 
engagement of Stale PUCs in overseeing Lifeline carriers? What can Congress or the 
FCC do to help ease those barriers? 

Answer: The Universal Service Fund, including the low-income Lifeline program, is a .shared 
responsibility of federal and State policymakers. 

As outlined in my testimony, at least ten States and the District of Columbia do not 
designate wireless applications for ETC designation. In these States, the legislatures have not 
provided the commissions with the needed authority. For those states, wireless carriers must 
seek their approval from the FCC. But federal barriers do exist. 

For example, in 1992, Congress enacted 47 U.S.C. Section 332. That provision preempts 
- except in limited circumstances. State authority over ceil phone company rates, Congress 
wisely reserved State authority over “other terms and conditions” of cell phone service. 
However, putative Lifeiine-only providers have cited this clause as a basis to refuse State 
requests for more information about rates crucial to making sound decisions. During the 
evaluation of one W'ireless Lifeline ETC application, for example, my commission asked the 
carrier for cost and rate data. The carrier refused saying that information was “rate” related and 
therefore outside our authority. While we recognize the FCC has the ultimate authority to 
determine the level of federal Lifeline support, it is important for State commissions to vet these 
Lifeline ETC applications thoroughly and understand as well as we can its business model and 
costs. Without accurate and reliable data regulators at the State or federal level cannot make 
sound decisions. 
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For the States that lack authority to designate wireless ETCs, the result is one less '“cop 
on the beat” to guard against waste, fraud and abuse. In those States, the enforcement burden 
shifts to the FCC. iVleanwhile, as the result of the FCC’s intransigence in classifying the 
misleadingly" named “Voice over Internet Protocol" service has resulted a spate of State 
legislatures limiting or eliminating State Commission authority over such services. As the PSTN 
migrates to IP technologies and the federal Lifeline program properly transitions to support 
broadband, more of the responsibility for combating waste, fraud and abuse from such States is 
also likely to fall on the FCC. The question remains, does the FCC have the ability and 
resources to properly oversee the program in such States? History suggests the answer to that 
question is no. 

FCC inaction on crucial issues has a definite impact. For example, as mentioned earlier. 
Section 332 reserves State authority over “other tenns of conditions" of wireless service. 
However, the meaning of “other terms and conditions” has never been fully clarified leading, in 
some cases, to costly legal proceedings and reluctance in some States to provide oversight. This 
was highlighted in a 2009 GAO report which states that the “FCC has provided some guidance 
on this issue but has not fully resolved disagreement over states’ authority to regulate billing line 
items and fees charged for terminating service early.”^ The FCC’s failure to classify VoIP 
services is also a major impediment to State action which will only get worse as consumers 
transition to IP services. First, the FCC’s inaction has given industry the opportunity to 
successfully mischaracterize the state of the law as a basis for persuading State legislatures to 
eliminate oversight authority. Second, the FCC’s inaction has resulted in a host of State and 
FCC proceedings raising a range of issues that could be eliminated or significantly reduced if the 
agency classifies the service. The Telecommunications Act of 1996 utilizes a functional 
definition for “telecommunications service” that is technology neutral."* Determining the 
jurisdictional nature of VoIP will provide the clarity federal and State regulators need to perform 
their duties and provide indu,stry with regulatory certainty. It will eliminate the need for 
additional (and costly) FCC and State proceedings on a wide range of issues. Where federal 
standards exist or are needed, there is no reason to - through inaction - effectively take State 
■‘cops” off the beat and reduce enforcement, or limit constituents’ State remedies. The 
technology a carrier chooses to provide a service should never limit State (or federal) discretion 
to provide consumers with relief for fraudulent or abusive carrier practices or oversee crucial 
State and federal low income, high cost and broadband subsidy programs. 

[B] At our hearing, Mr. Guttman-McCabe stated that CTIA will be challenging the 
Georgia Public Service Commission ’s decision to impose a S5.00 monthly senn'ce rate 
for all Lifeline subscribers. Wliat do you think of the Georgia PSC 's requirement and 
CTIA 's subsequent legal challenge? 


2 "Misleading because the bulk of point-to-point managed subscription voice services (by 
companies like AT&T and Verizon) never touch the internet. 

3 “FCC Needs to Improve Oversight of Wireless Phone Service”, G.^O Report Number: GAO-10- 
34, November 2009. Available at: littp://www.gaQ.gov7'products/G.AO- 1 0-34 . 

4 The Telecommunications Act of 1996 defines a “telecommunications service” as “the offering of 
telecommunications for a fee directly to the public, or to such classes of users as to be effectively 
available directly to the public, regardless of the facilities used.”(47 USC § 153). 
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Answer: Our federalist system of government allows States to act as laboratories for programs 
providing useful and tested templates to guide federal (and other State) policy makers’ decisions. 
Lifeline is no e.xception. Just as the FCC provides States flexibility to go beyond the federal 
floor to establish State-based Lifeline eligibility criteria so too does it allow States to experiment 
with other modifications to the Lifeline program as long as they are consistent with federal goals. 
NARUC has not taken a position on the issue of imposing a minimum monthly charge and, 
personally, ! have not formed an opinion either. The idea was debated by the Federal State Joint 
Board on Universal Service but ultimately was not included in the recommendation to the FCC. 
Logically, whatever the other impacts of such a fee, if imposed, it will necessarily inhibit 
“duplicate” service schemes^ and it seems likely that the degree of inhibition will be linked to the 
surcharge level. However, it is not clear what the other impacts might be. There is no question 
that, given the growth in the program and the duplicate service issues, it is a policy worth 
examining. Of course, whatever happens in Georgia, creation of the national duplicates database 
will make duplicate ownership more difficult. 

Recall historically the Lifeline program was a discount over residential retail service. 
Until recently, there was never an opportunity for free service - only an opportunity for 
discounted services. On the w'ireline side, customers also pay a minimum fee - their regular 
phone bill less the Lifeline discount. Even under the revised lifeline programs, the FCC has 
imposed some fees - requiring a $1 minimum monthly charge on its “Enhanced Lifeline for 
Tribal Lands” program. 

Whatever happens in Georgia, it is clear that the United States can only benefit from such 
State experimentation with the Lifeline program. 


5 Many of the recent FCC citations to individuals involved subscriptions to 9 - 12 phones. 
Obviously if a person is paying $5 per month per phone - there is a real cost associated with having more 
than one “free” prepaid phone. This is one reason why the problem of duplicate lifeline subsidies under 
the program prior to the advent of the prepaid wireless only ETCs was never a big problem. Eligible 
Lifeline subscribers for existing wireline and many wireless seix'ices only get a discount - not “free 
service” and still must pay a-not-insignificant monthly bill. 
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The Honorable Doris Matsui 


Can you paint a picture of what expanding Lifeline for broadband could mean for helping 
to bridge the digital divide in this country? 

Today more than a million Americans do not have broadband at home. This digital divide 
between those that have broadband and those that do not is really an opportunity divide. For 
instance, nearly 80% of Fortune 500 companies only accept job applications online. Within the 
next decade, nearly 80% of jobs will require some digital literacy skills. Students with broadband 
at home graduate at a rate 7% higher than those who lack such access. Moreover, consumers 
with broadband at home can save up to $7,000 per year on goods and services, and annual 
revenues of small businesses with broadband access are, on average, $200,000 higher than those 
without broadband. In other words, home broadband access has the potential to drastically 
change people’s lives for the better. 

Through various vehicles, a broad and bipartisan spectrum of U.S. leaders have expressed that 
universal and affordable broadband access is an important national objective. At the same time, 
the very people that subscribe to Lifeline are many of the same folks that have not adopted 
broadband due to prohibitively high costs. As I mentioned in my written testimony, a survey of 
one Lifeline provider’s customers revealed that 86 percent did not have an Internet connection at 
home, and 90 percent didn’t have broadband Internet access, further increasing their reliance on 
their Lifeline phone service.' Thus, expansion of Lifeline to broadband would be a common 
sense and targeted approach to closing the digital divide. This ought to be a central component of 
a multi-pronged national strategy to make affordable home broadband a reality for all Americans. 

By bringing everyone online we, as a country, are creating an even playing field for the next 
generation of leaders to engage in an increasingly digital economy and help maintain U.S. 
competitiveness in the global sphere. 

The Honorable Ben Ray Lujan 

As you know, Lifeline is a vital service for many of my constituents who depend upon it to 
follow up on job opportunities, communicate with their doctors, or contact emergency 
services. Congress needs to work together, across party lines, to find ways to further 
expand upon the FCC’s reforms to ensure that this program is targeted towards the low 
income Americans who need affordable communications capabilities the most. What 
service capabilities do you believe are needed by Lifeline recipients? How do you believe 
the program should adapt to meet future needs? 

To determine what Lifeline recipients need most. Congress should, at a minimum, examine 
trends in the employment and education sectors. 


' Comments of TracFone Wireless, Inc., NTIA Docket No. 0907141 137-05 (filed Nov. 30, 2009), 
available at http://www.ntia.doc.gov/file5/ntia/broadbandgrants/comments/rfi2/TracFone%20- 
%20Comments%20to%20NTlA%20and%20RUS%2Qsent%201l-30-09.2.pdf . 
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People absolutely cannot obtain and maintain steady employanent without access to mobile 
telephone service. When potential employers call, they expect to reach a potential employee right 
away as it is often assumed that everyone has mobile phone access. Indeed, it is growing 
increasingly difficult to find employment without broadband access. 80% of Fortune 500 
companies only accept online job applications and in the next decade nearly 80% of jobs will 
require some digital literacy skills. Those who qualify for Lifeline need communications 
capabilities probably more than most so that they can connect w'ith potential and current 
employers. 

Children without broadband access at home are falling behind in our schools and we are doing a 
great disservice to tomorrow’s workforce by failing to invest in home broadband in every 
American home. School and library broadband access are a step in the right direction, but they 
are not enough! Students that lack home broadband access graduate at a rate 7% lower than those 
with home access. In our poorest schools, children are not engaged in digital learning in the same 
way that they are in wealthy neighborhoods, even if those schools have equivalent broadband 
offerings, because teachers cannot assign digital homework assignments, the norm and the 
standard in many state curricula and textbooks. These very students are also struggling with 
poverty and other issues, and they need broadband even more than their more affluent peers. 

Thus, Lifeline should adapt to meet 21® century communications needs. Consumers should have 
a choice of whether they use Lifeline subsidies towards landline phones, mobile phones or home 
broadband connections. 

The Georgia Public Service Commission recently began charging a $5.00 monthly service 
fee for all Lifeline subscribers in their state. Some have suggested that a co-pay should be 
imposed upon ail subscribers across the country. What do you think the impact on Lifeline 
users would be if they arc charged a co-payment? 

Many of Lifeline’s neediest and most vulnerable users would drop from the program were a co- 
pay to be imposed. Over 25% of people in the U.S. are unbanked or under-banked. For these 
folks, even nominal fees would be unduly burdensome as the cost of the transaction could dwarf 
the fee itself. I included in my testimony examples of some people from Georgia that are 
experiencing this service fee. They described their situations and they are very bleak. People are 
making difficult decisions between food and cell phones. For some of these folks, $5 is all they 
have per day for food for themselves and their families. So a $5 could unintentionally 
disenfranchise seniors, people with disabilities, and other people living on fixed incomes. 
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May 31. 2013 

The Honorable Greg Walden, Chairman 
Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
2125 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

ATTN: Charlotte Savercool 

Re: Testimony of Geoff Feiss, Montana Telecommunications Association 
“The Lifeline Fund; Money Well Spent?” 

Additional Questions for the Record 

Dear Chairman Walden, 

Attached are my responses to additional questions for the record from the 
Honorable Henry Waxman. 

1. Mr. Feiss your testimony suggested that Lifeline support for consumers 
choosing prepaid wireless should be set at $3 per month. Your testimphy 
did hot provide any evidence as to why that is the appropriate level of 
support. Where does your $3 figure come from? 

RESPONSE: 

Congressman Waxman, I greatly appreciate your interest in universal service 
and the Lifeline Program. I believe we share the same interest in sustaining a 
viable, efficient and effective Lifeline Program. 

The $3 per month level of support for prepaid wireless providers which I suggest 
in my testimony is quite frankly speculative, because — unlike in the case of High 
Cost USF — the FCC has no data by which to determine the cost of providing 
prepaid wireless Lifeline service. My testimony points out that the current level of 
support ($9,25) is derived essentially from wireline cost factors when intercarrier 
compensation reform led to the establishment of a subscriber line charge (SLC), 
which applied only to wireline carriers. (Lifeline support was established to 
mitigate the effect of the SLC.) The current level of support has nothing to do 
with wireless providers’ costs. It operates more like the identical support 
mechanism in the High Cost program, which the FCC eliminated in the Universal 
Service Transformation Order. 
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Since accurate data are not available, a few assumptions can be made regarding 
costs incurred by prepaid wireless Lifeline-only ETCs. First, prepaid wireless 
Lifeline-only ETCs by and large are service resellers. They have few, if any, 
facilities or infrastructure. In fact, the FCC has waived any facilities requirement 
for prepaid wireless Lifeline-only ETCs. In other words, unlike facilities-based 
carriers, prepaid wireless Lifeline-only ETCs incur only minimal capital expenses. 
Second, prepaid wireless Lifeline-only ETCs incur only a fraction of the 
operational expenses of facilities-based carriers. They don’t “roll trucks,” lay 
fiber, employ outside and inside plant technicians, build and operate secure 
central offices, maintain the administrative expenses to comply with various 
regulatory requirements, etc. In short, both CAPEX and OPEX for prepaid 
wireless Lifeline-only ETCs reasonably may be assumed to be substantially less 
than facilities-based providers, whose expenses form the basis of the current 
level of support. 

The fact that prepaid wireless Lifeline-only ETCs can offer their service for free 
illustrates that the current level of support is more than enough to cover their 
costs. The Telecommunications Act provides that all Americans should have 
access to comparable service at comparable rates — a fundamental principle that 
MTA vigorously supports. There is nothing in statute or FCC rules that dictates 
that “comparable" rates means that service should be free, much as it may be 
desirable to provide free service to low income Americans. Moreover, by; limiting 
the level of support for prepaid wireless Lifeline-only ETCs, we can stretch the 
Lifeline dollar either to expand participation beyond the current 55%, or to include 
broadband access, or some combination thereof, all within the current Lifeline 
“budget” of around $2 billion or less, without further stressing the overall 
universal service fund. (Note: the Lifeline Program is the only one of the four 
universal service programs without a budget today.) 

Finally, as I note in my testimony, any prepaid wireless Lifeline-only ETC may 
petition the FCC under my proposal for a level of support that accurately reflects 
its cost of providing Lifeline service. Thus, the $3 level of support is only a 
default level, which remains rebuttable by any prepaid wireless Lifeiine-oniy ETC 
that chooses to file supporting cost data. 


2. Mr. Feiss, as you know, many members of the Montana 

Telecommunications Association are rate-of-return carriers that receive 
very high per line subsidies from the High Cost USF, which includes a 
guaranteed 1 1 .25% return on investment beyond the “cost” of providing 
service. Your testimony suggested that low-income consumers should be 
required to pay $5 per month for Lifeline service. Do you believe it is fair 
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to ask families living in poverty to pay more for basic phone service while 
the FCC continues to provide certain companies a guaranteed 1 1 .25% 
profit? 

RESPONSE: 

Congressman Waxman, the fact that some rate-of-return carriers receive “high” 
per line subsidies from the High Cost USF illustrates that High-Cost support is a 
function of the costs of providing high-cost service. My testimony suggests that 
the level of support provided to prepaid wireless Lifeline-only ETCs should be 
cost-based, as it is for the High Cost USF. If prepaid wireless Lifeline-only ETCs 
could demonstrate that their costs exceed $3 per Lifeline subscriber, they could 
receive a higher level of support. Such a policy would satisfy the FCC's 
competition and technology neutrality standards, since the current level of 
support confers a substantial financial advantage on prepaid wireless Lifeline- 
only ETCs. 

I should add that no carrier is “guaranteed" 1 1 .25% return on investment beyond 
the cost of providing service. Rather, rate-of-return carriers have the opportunity 
to earn t/p to 1 1 .25% on only those allowable costs associated with the provision 
of interstate voice communications. Moreover, high-cost support is provided only 
for such allowable costs that exceed 115% of the national average cost per loop, 
In reality, few, if any, high-cost ETCs earn 1 1 .25%. Indeed, it is not unusual to 
find total company return on investment, particularly for rural high cost 
companies, in the low to mid single digits. 

My testimony noted that Sen. Coburn’s budget amendment proposing a $5 
participation fee “makes sense.” As Sen. Coburn noted, a participation fee could 
yield savings in the Lifeline Program, which may stretch the Lifeline dollar, and 
help mitigate waste, fraud and abuse. While it can be said that a $5 participation 
fee may force low income citizens to pay more for basic phone service, it also 
can be said that $5 is substantially less than Lifeline-supported wireline service, 
which is around $16, after taking into account a Lifeline subsidy of $9.25 applied 
to an average local rate of $25. Even at $5, one could question whether such a 
rate meets the Telecommunications Act’s comparability standards, not to 
mention the FCC’s technology and competition neutrality standards. 

My principle recommendation, however, is that the level of support for prepaid 
wireless Lifeline-only ETCs resembles the “identical support” mechanism from 
the High Cost program, which has been eliminated. If the level of support for 
prepaid wireless Lifeline-only ETCs were cost-based, the Lifeline Program could 
benefit more eligible low income Americans more efficiently while containing the 
contribution factor and sustaining universal service over the long run. 
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Again, it was an honor to testify on this important universal service program. I 
appreciate your interest in this matter, and I look forward to continuing the 
conversation at your convenience. 

Respectfully submitted. 


M 

Geoff Feiss, General Manager 
Montana Telecommunications Association 
208 North Montana Avenue, Suite 105 
Helena, Montana 59601 
406-442-4316 
a feiss@telecoiTiassn.orq 
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QFR Responses of Chris Guttman-McCabe 
For the Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Hearing on "The Lifeline Fund: Money Weil Spent?" 

The Honorable Anna Eshoo 

1. As you know, agrowing number of Americans are getting rid of their old landline telephones 
and using only a wireless device. Based on CTIA's research, what portions of the population 
are most likely to make a transition to a wireless-only service? 

Response: While CTIA does not track this particular data, there is good information available on 
this subject from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, which conducts a semi-annual 
survey through its National Center for Health Statistics. The CDC survey is an authoritative 
source for information concerning the size and characteristics of the wireless-only population. 

2. As you know, I strongly support cell phone unlocking so consumers can switch carriers while 
keeping their existing phone. Given that the Lifeline program only subsidizes services and not 
the device, I believe such a policy would enable support dollars to go further and expand the 
universe of phones that can be used with the program. When contractual obligations are met, 
do you support allowing consumers to unlock devices to use with the service of their choice, 
including services supported by the Lifeline program? 

Response: CTIA has not objected to, and in fact has supported, permitting unlocking for personal 
use, provided that such circumvention is non-commercial and carefully limited so that it cannot 
be used to foster free-riding commercial activity, undermine exclusive distribution agreements, 
or facilitate bulk theft of handset subsidies through trafficking in new subsidized phones. As to 
the views of individual carriers, while it is difficult to give a blanket answerfor all of CTIA's 
carrier members, most subscribers are served by carriers that will enable individual users to 
unlock their device(s) either upon completion of the user's contract terms or payment of an 
early termination fee (in the case where a subscriber opts to unlock and leave prior to fulfilling 
the contract's terms). Additionally, some carriers have more permissive unlocking policies that 
enable an end user to lock his or her phone after some set period of time, provided that the 
user's account is in good standing. 

It is important, of course, to note that, given differences in technology (CDMA v. G.SIV1) and 
spectrum holdings among carriers, merely unlocking a device from a particular carrier's network 
does not mean that such device can be activated for use on another carrier's network, or that 
the device will be optimized for use in the event that it can be activated. Also, because Lifeline 
support applies only to services and not to equipment, it is not clear that unlocking will "enable 
support dollars to go further." Moreover, wireless carriers that participate in the Lifeline 
program provide "prepaid" service to eligible subscribers. Accordingly, Lifeline customers have 
no "contractual" obligations to their carrier and are free, subject to Lifeline eligibility rules, to 
switch wireless service providers. 


1 
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QFR Responses of Chris Guttman-McCabe 
For the Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Hearing on "The Lifeline Fund: Money Well Spent?” 

The Honorable Henry Waxman 

1. The FCC now requires wireless carriers to more adequately disclose to consumers the rules 
they must follow to get Lifeline benefits in all marketing materials. How are your members 
complying with this requirement? Do you believe that this requirement has been effective in 
minimizing waste, fraud, and abuse? 

Response: While an informal survey of CTIA's carrier members suggests that those which 
provide Lifeline services are in compliance with the FCC's rules and making all necessary 
disclosures to consumers, disclosure of the eligibility requirements and rules for subscribing to 
Lifeline service are likely inadequate, in and of themselves, to dissuade a consumer bent on 
committing fraud from doing so. That is why CTIA and its carrier members have supported the 
FCC's efforts to establish both a duplicates database and an eligibility database. Both databases 
will serve to reduce fraud associated with the program and ensure that only those who are 
eligible for support are able to benefit from the program. This is why CTIA has called for 
implementation of these databases as expeditiously as possible. 

The Honorable Doris Matsui 

1. Does the Lifeline program have any impact on the U.S. budget or our nation's fiscal deficit? 

Response: As noted In CTIA's written testimony, the Lifeline program, like all USF programs, is 
funded through levies imposed on providers of interstate telecommunications services. Wireless 
companies, wireline telephone companies, and VOIP providers contribute to the fund and 
generally recover those contributions from their end-user customers. Funds are remitted not to 
the U.S. Treasury, but rather go to the Universal Service Administrative Company, an 
independent, not-for-profit organization established by the FCC to administer the four universal 
service programs. 

Universal service contributions collected and distributed by USAC do not impact the Federal 
budget, the deficit, or the debt in any way. Congress appropriates no money for the fund and, 
because of that, increasing or decreasing the size of the Lifeline program, or any other 
component of the overall universal service program, will not impact the federal budget. 
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Hearing before the Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
April 25, 2013 

Additional Questions for the Record 
For Billy Jack Gregg 


The Honorable Henry Waxman 

I . Mr. Gregg, your testimony cited data claiming that eight states have more Lifeline 
subscribers than low income households ~ Alaska, Arkansas, Georgia, Louisiana, 
Maryland, Ohio, Oklahoma and Rhode Island, After our hearing, one analysis questioned 
this conclusion, arguing that your conclusions were based on outdated poverty statistics 
and an undercount of eligible recipients, among other issues. Would you like to respond? 

RESPONSE: My study used the most recent poverty statistics by state produced by the 
United States Census Bureau. The poverty data for incomes at or below 1 35% of the 
National Poverty Guidelines (FPG) comes from Table POV46, U. S, Census Bureau, 
Current Population Survey, 2012 Annual Social and Economic Supplement. Even 
though historic data will always vary slightly from current data, I do not beliex'e the 
change in poverty statistics is so rapid that it detracts from the use of census data as a 
proxy for the current number of low -income households in each state. As I stated on 
page 7 of my written testimony: “The 1 35% FPG level was used as a proxy for the total 
potential number of participants in the Lifeline program, because households with 
incomes at or below 135% FPG generally qualify for all of the w'elfare programs that 
confer eligibility for Lifeline support.” In addition, I am aware of criticisms that census 
programs in general tend to undercount low-income individuals. See, for example, 2010 
Decennial Census: Background & Issues, Congressional Research Service (2012). 

Because of these issues, i recommended on page 12 of my written testimony that 
any state caps adopted fertile Lifeline program “...should be based on the number of 
low-income households within each state, plus a 5% buffer to account for imprecision 
and lag in data.” 


o 



